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Abstract
There is an increasing demand for scientists to make the results of their research available 
for scrutiny by members of the public, and for scientists to demystify science. In response 
to this pressure, research organisations are adopting a variety of methods to communicate 
with the public.
One approach taken by CSIRO in the mid 1990s was to build a multipurpose building, the 
Discovery Centre, which incorporated an exhibition, an education centre, and laboratories 
that featured floor to ceiling glass walls so visitors could view researchers at work.
This sub-thesis documents the design phase of the Discovery building and looks at how the 
researchers feel about working in a ‘lab-in-view’ laboratory. It also addresses some aspects 
of internal communication between researchers in Discovery laboratories.
The impact of being more or less in view of the public was identified as well as the role of 
increased contact for informal communication opportunities afforded by the convenient 
location of the cafe. Opportunities for further research are also identified.
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Chapter one: Introduction
Introduction
CSIRO, the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation, is Australia's 
national science agency and one of the largest and most diverse research agencies in the 
world. The Black Mountain CSIRO site is home to a number of Divisions, such as Plant 
Industry, Entomology, Land and Water, and Marine and Atmospheric Research. Around 
1200 staff are located in CSIRO Black Mountain laboratories, including 500 at Plant 
Industry. Canberra is also home to CSIRO head quarters; the Ginninderra Research Station; 
Forestry; and Sustainable Ecosystems. CSIRO also manages the Canberra Deep Space 
Communication Complex which is visited by over 70 000 members of the public annually.
CSIRO’s charter is to serve Australia through research and technological development 
which delivers economic, environmental and social benefits. The Consultant Brief for a 
CSIRO Interaction Centre and Biomolecular Research Facilities at Black Mountain (1996) 
states:
...CSIRO’s fundamental purpose is to achieve positive impact from 
science on behalf of Australia -  and our ability to do so ultimately 
depends upon our integrity and our reputation [p. 12].
The reputation and good standing of the organisation is considered to originate from the 
communication of its science:
The core of CSIRO’s overall standing is its externally validated and peer- 
reviewed science, and the communication of that science for the benefit of 
Australia. Underlying CSIRO’s core values is commitment to the open 
exchange of scientific information [Consultant Brief p. 12].
During the 1990s there was a growing realisation of the need for CSIRO researchers to 
communicate with the public to keep them informed of scientific progress, and the need to 
be open and honest about potential benefits and risks arising from research. For example,
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Plant Industry was involved in the development of the Green Machine education centre and 
the Industry Link program, hosting organisational open days and the Will pigs fly? 
exhibition. CS1RO is a broad multidisciplinary organisation: in the absence of a cohesive 
approach to communication, each Division was left to field enquiries from the public as it 
saw fit.
The combined need for modern laboratory space and an increasing requirement to 
communicate aspects of science to the public led to the idea of a Biomolecular Research 
Facility and Interaction Centre, later to be known as ‘Discovery’. The construction of 
Discovery was also an opportunity to present a history of CSIRO scientific achievements 
and to house the Canberra-based CSIRO education facilities.
Background to the study
CSIRO’s Discovery building was designed to showcase CSIRO scientific discoveries and 
is located on the Black Mountain site in Canberra. Being a showcase, politicians, business 
leaders, overseas visitors and TV film crews tour the research facilities, or use the 
laboratories as a backdrop for interviews.
The Discovery building is divided into two areas. One side includes a public exhibition 
area, canteen, lecture theatre and the Green Machine science education centre. The 
Discovery Exhibition and Green Machine host many visiting school groups each year. The 
other side consists of large, open-plan research laboratories, with floor to ceiling glass 
walls, through which visitors to the Discovery building can view scientists at work. In 
April 1998, some of the staff of CSIRO Plant Industry, myself included, moved into the 
newly constructed Discovery building.
During the time that I was a researcher in Discovery, I was able to directly observe the 
reaction of staff and visitors to the building. I also had the opportunity to listen to work 
colleagues talk about the daily events in their laboratories -  especially in relation to how 
they felt about all aspects of work life in Discovery. I was also a presenter for Industry Link 
and the Green Machine educational programs and shared discussion with participants about 
their impressions of the Discovery laboratory staff and building design. Through these 
interactions, 1 became interested in the decision making process that lead to the
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construction of Discovery and the potential impact on research staff of working in view of 
the public.
The occupants of the Discovery laboratories were all from the same research program, 
involved in the genetic engineering of plants. It was the first time the group of researchers 
working on the same theme were located in the same building, having previously been 
scattered across the site. I had noticed that there tended to be more communication within 
and between sub-groups now that they were all located in the one building, providing 
examples of how communication networks were used in research organisations.
The Discovery building is also the site for the CSIRO Black Mountain staff cafe, which is 
shared with visitors to Discovery. Due to the building design, the nature of the work 
undertaken, and health and safety regulations, researchers are not able to eat or drink within 
Discovery laboratories or offices. The staff have two options: use the staff tea room for 
food and drink breaks, or walk the same distance to the Discovery cafe. The cafe is thus 
well-placed to foster communication between researchers in Discovery and with other 
members of Plant Industry and CSIRO. My impression from working in Discovery was 
that the cafe had brought people together from across Plant Industry and other CSIRO 
Divisions on the Black Mountain site, and that the cafe was being used for informal 
meetings, playing an important role in informal and semi-formal communication between 
CSIRO staff.
Statement of the problem
This research looks at the design of the Discovery building and the impact that the design 
has on its occupants, focussing on the research staff, who are in the position of being on 
public display behind full-length glass walls, without being able to speak to or interact with 
visitors to Discovery. How do the scientists feel about working in Discovery?
Being the first building of its type, the proposed method of communication with the public 
was completely new and the outcomes unknown. Such a unique design has not been 
evaluated in terms of communication success or its impact on research staff. It is crucial to 
evaluate the role and impact of such a design feature if similar features are to be used in 
future designs.
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Purpose of the study
The purpose of this research was to establish why the Discovery building design was 
chosen over other possible designs, and whether staff currently in the building, some of 
whom have been located in the building since its completion, were consulted about the 
design.
It also sought to establish how staff feel about working in Discovery and their impressions 
about being viewed by the public while they worked. This could highlight the potential 
impact of working within the public view on researchers and provide guidance for the 
implementation of similar design features in the future.
It was also an opportunity to investigate the indirect consequences of the relocation of 
researchers into the new building on the nature of communication in research organisations. 
This research asked what role proximity plays in communication between researchers to 
reveal opportunities to encourage informal interactions and information exchange with 
colleagues. This could provide information about who benefits from informal 
communication networks in research organisations, to encourage similar interactions 
elsewhere within CS1RO and other institutions.
Another aim is to provide a basis for further studies in an area of research where little 
information exists. While the visitor’s response to Discovery design is relevant to assessing 
its communication success, it is beyond the scope of this study.
Research questions
The research problem together with the reviewed literature led to the development of the 
following research questions for this study:
•  What processes and decisions led to the design o f Discovery design?
• Were the occupants o f Discovery consulted about the design?
• How do researchers feel about working in view o f the public?
• Has communication between groups changed due to relocation in Discovery?
4
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Overview of the method
A number of methods were used in this study. Archival documents were used to analyse 
the process of the design and construction of Discovery, to understand the role Discovery 
plays in the communication strategy of the CSIRO.
Key managers who designed the building or supervised staff of the Discovery laboratories 
were interviewed to verify information supplied in written organisational documents or to 
ask about organisational aspirations and aspects of communication with staff.
The staff members of Discovery were surveyed to find out how they feel about working in 
view of the public and about the way in which researchers in Discovery communicate with 
each other about scientific ideas or research results.
Conceptual or substantive assumptions
My assumptions about the impressions of working in Discovery were largely based on 
personal observations made from working as a research scientist at CSIRO Plant Industry, 
from 1997 until 2004. I worked in program Y, the name collectively given to the group of 
people who worked in the area o f ‘Gene technology for plant improvement’.
1 was initially located in building 2/79 and then relocated to Discovery in April 1998. I was 
in the unique position of having worked in the laboratories, I knew of some peoples’ 
concerns and 1 have an interest in science communication. I assumed that there were people 
who shared my thoughts about working in Discovery and others who did not. I assumed 
that communication had been affected between and within groups due to co-location in 
Discovery and that some staff members felt strongly about working in view of the public.
From reading archival documents and preliminary discussions with co-workers and 
management it seemed that during design and construction of Discovery certain 
assumptions were made about the approval of staff for the design concept and the impact of 
co-location of researchers on communication between staff.
Significance of the study
The Discovery building is a model that is possible for other similar organisations and so it 
is important to get the perspective of researchers themselves on the design. Construction of
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visitor and other outreach centres is now an important part of the communication strategies 
of many scientific organisations. The Discovery visitor centre differs from most in that it 
incorporates a physical view of scientists at work. The impact of such an unusual element 
has not been evaluated in terms of its affect on the participants and the research is essential 
if this model is to be promoted elsewhere.
Limitations of the study
Since it was the only building of its type at the time the research was conducted, occupants 
of only one building were available for research. The results obtained from this study may 
not apply to other types of organisations with a similar building design. The response of 
CSIRO researchers about the public presentation of their science may not be typical of the 
response obtained from researchers in other types of organisations such as universities or 
government organisations.
The area of research undertaken in Discovery may also influence the results of the study. 
The occupants of Discovery are biological scientists, and the age and sex ratio of staff in 
Discovery may not be the same as in other areas of research, so the findings may differ.
It is also important to note that some time has passed since the staff of program Y moved 
into Discovery. This study may not reflect their initial responses to the Discovery work 
environment. The difference in time between when staff moved into Discovery and being 
surveyed for their impressions some years later may influence the study outcomes.
1 had worked in Discovery and 1 am known to many staff in the building. This presents 
both advantages and disadvantages. Potential respondents to the survey were aware that 1 
could identify them from their sex, age and location in the building. I was aware that this 
was a concern from the response to previous organisational surveys and questionnaires. 
They were also aware that I already knew a lot of their thoughts because of conversations I 
had had with them, prior to my decision to undertake the research. This too could have an 
influence on the outcomes.
Thesis overview
The next chapter looks at the development of the Discovery design concept and 
construction phase of Discovery, and the selection of researchers of program Y for
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relocation in Discovery labs. It explores some of the organisational aspirations for 
Discovery as an exhibition centre and the public face of CSIRO. The nature of science 
centres and museums, living history presentations at historical sites and communication 
networks in organisations are also discussed.
The third chapter describes the research methodology applied. It gives the rationale for 
selection of the research method, and describes the instrumentation and methods of data 
analysis. The chapter concludes with a discussion on the limitations of the employed 
method.
The responses of staff of Discovery to the survey questions and interviews with managers 
are examined in Chapter four. The chapter presents an overview of the attitudes to 
Discovery held by managers and staff, and the factors that influence those opinions, as 
identified from the survey data.
Finally, Chapter five presents the themes identified through the data analysis, in 
relation to the research questions, and provides recommendations for organisations 
contemplating the ‘lab-in-view ‘ concept of building design for the purpose of showcasing 
their research. Areas for further research are also identified, and the limitations of the 
research conclusions are outlined.
7
Chapter two: Review of related literature
Chapter two: Design and construction of Discovery and some related 
literature
Introduction
This chapter provides an historical account of the design and construction of the Discovery 
building, including the organisational hopes for Discovery and the role of architects in the 
design of the building. It also reviews some literature related to:
• the definition of science centres and museums;
• museum exhibits and visitor centres;
• living history presentations at historical sites; and
• communication networks in organisations.
Communication activities of CSIRO Plant Industry prior to the construction of 
Discovery
The management of CSIRO Plant Industry were pivotal in the design and development of 
the Discovery concept. Because it is directly involved in the genetic engineering of plants, 
the management of Plant Industry were conscious of the need to let people know what 
research they were doing, partly because of the controversy surrounding genetically 
engineered crops.
Given the pressure to communicate and the increasing publicity -  much of it negative -  
about modern genetic research, there was a need to inform the public, which included 
various interest groups, about the technology being used to develop new varieties of plants 
for release into the environment and use by farmers.
Plant Industry has hosted a number of open days, the last being Biota 95 -  in which I 
participated -  which was well received by the public. Plant Industry researchers were also 
involved in the development of the Will pigs fly? exhibition in the mid 1990s, which toured 
in shopping malls around New South Wales.
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The management of Plant Industry also established the Industry Link program 13 years ago 
to provide “balanced, comprehensive and accurate information ... to help people make 
informed decisions on this important and technical topic” (CSIRO, n.d.). They ran seminars 
and hands-on workshops to explain the principles of genetic engineering, accompanied by 
tutorials on the regulation of genetically modified organisms, particularly commercial crop 
species. Over the years, including the time that I was a presenter for Industry Link, 
employees of government organisations -  including individuals required to make 
recommendations to the Government’s Gene Technology Regulator -  funding bodies, 
farmers, plant breeders, politicians and journalists have participated in Industry Link. In 
surveys, participants frequently stated that they sought a reliable source of technical 
information about how genetically modified (GM) organisms are made, how the research 
and development of GM plants is regulated, what the technology promises to deliver, what 
the potential risks and benefits are, who funds the research and GM-containing food 
products. Participants reported that they wanted to make informed decisions about GM 
technology and its uses.
Commencing in 1991, Plant Industry was part of the Co-operative Research Centre for 
Plant Science, with researchers located within the Research School of Biological Sciences 
at the Australian National University and at Plant Industry. I was included in this group. 
Plant Industry’s laboratories and the Plant Science Centre formed a centre of excellence in 
plant science in Australia, both in terms of research and education.
The Discovery concept
During the 1990s, an opportunity arose to build a public science centre in Canberra to help 
CSIRO achieve its mission. One of the buildings on the Plant Industry Black Mountain site, 
where I did the research for my PhD thesis, was considered out of date. It was unable to 
meet the increasingly strict regulations related to performing the genetic manipulation of 
organisms, was infested with vermin and subject to flooding and so was earmarked for 
replacement. The combined need for modern laboratory space and an increasing 
requirement to communicate aspects of science to the public led to the idea of a 
Biomolecular Research Facility and Interaction Centre, later to be known as ‘Discovery’. 
From the Consultant Brief for a CSIRO Interaction Centre and Biomolecular Research 
Facilities at Black Mountain (1996):
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...it is an opportune time to establish an interface with the general public 
and key stakeholders and, at the same time, meet the high demand for 
visits by members of the public, junior and senior school students, 
teachers and special interest groups...The CSIRO Interaction Centre will 
be a unique facility, the only place in Australia where the general public 
can participate in science and see scientists at work [p. 12].
An additional point of contact for the organisation was also seen as desirable: Available 
documents suggested -  without citing specific evidence -  that public communication 
activities in the past had resulted in the private and public sectors providing financial 
support for new areas of research, seen special-purpose money provided for items of 
equipment, and increased opportunities for research collaboration (Consultant Brief, 1996, 
p. 12). Also according to the Consultant Brief {1996) there was:
...a great demand for a CSIRO shop front to explain and communicate 
CSIRO research findings and present the face of science to its key 
stakeholders. Currently the Canberra-based divisions receive regular 
requests for visits to CSIRO and each month attract from 100 to 500 
visitors, including students and key stakeholders from Australia and 
abroad. By showcasing CSIRO research, the centre will satisfy an existing 
demand as well as reaching other important stakeholders [p. 13].
Preliminary market research by Ernst and Young projected visitor numbers at 150,000 
during the first year increasing to 250,000 per annum. This assessment was based on 
comparative attendance figures for similar venues in the near vicinity, including Telstra 
Tower and the Australian National Botanic Gardens (Consultant Brief 1996, p. 13).
CSIRO hopes and aspirations for Discovery'
Ideally, Discovery would be all things to all people: it would complement the other 
communication activities of the organisation and its construction would resolve many of 
the perceived problems for the organisation. The Discovery ‘all-in-one’ solution was stated 
in the brochure on the Research Facility and Interaction Centre (1995) produced by the 
Plant Industry communication group :
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The Centre will provide a unique facility for CS1RO to interact effectively 
with key stakeholders, business and industry, politicians, policy makers, 
students and the general community to showcase CSIRO science, 
demonstrating how it can lead to economic, environmental and social 
benefits for Australians.
A public centre located on a CSIRO site will complement other forms of 
public interaction, providing the opportunity for site tours and for the 
public and stakeholders to interact with scientists and staff and see inside 
the workings of CSIRO.
On the topic of the design of the building, the Consultant Brief (1996) -  based on the 
organisation’s building codes -  states:
The general design philosophy for all CSIRO research accommodation 
including laboratory offices, is to provide:
• buildings which are generally compatible with adjacent buildings 
functionally, visually and in the provision of services
• maximum natural light into continuously occupied areas (e.g. offices, 
laboratory areas) but maintaining full sun control
• acoustic treatment of open plan laboratories, public and service areas 
to prevent excessive noise transfer [p. 14].
And from the Official Hansard Report o f the Parliamentary Standing Committee on Public 
Works (1996), under the heading Consultations:
The design of building forms will reflect CSIRO’s aspirations in a 
diversity of public and private spaces which:
• provide a public interface for clients and visitors
• act as a catalyst for promotion of CSIRO’s work
• assist in creating conditions for product, staff and visitor security and 
personnel safety
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• provide differentiation between communal areas and areas dedicated to 
particular programs or groups
• provide medium and long-term flexibility and adaptability
• provide quality working facilities for research [p. 15].
Specifically, on the design of the Interaction Centre:
The general design philosophy for CSIRO research accommodation is to 
be extended to the Interaction Centre; however the design of the centre 
should convey a public, commercial CSIRO image, which will attract 
visitors, the public and CSIRO stakeholders to a facility in which they will 
feel comfortable and in which CSIRO can project a positive, progressive 
face dedicated to serving the community.
The Research Interaction Centre will provide a sophisticated scientific 
experience which is CSIRO specific [with a] focus on CSIRO research 
and scientific innovation. The centre will focus on ‘science in society' and 
show how CSIRO and collaborative industry achievements are solving 
current issues of concern to Australians [Consultant Brief 1996, p. 15].
It was intended that the Interaction Centre would use three communication methods: two- 
way interaction between scientists and members of the community, hands-on exhibitions 
and opening the scientific working environment to the public (Consultant Brief 1996, p. 4).
What would the Interaction Centre look like?
Having established that new laboratories and a visitor centre were to be built, what would 
the building look like? On the proposed building structure, cladding and finishes, the 
Consultant Brief suggested that “external claddings and roof materials shall be generally 
compatible with existing materials on the site”. The Consultant Brief ( 1996) also points out 
unusual features of the proposed building, namely:
• viewing galleries to showcase a ‘lab-in-action’
• working facilities allowing patrons to observe researchers at work in 
glasshouses and laboratories [p. 2],
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This feature is also mentioned in the Parliamentary Standing Committee on Public Works 
Report relating to the proposed CSIRO Research Interaction Centre and Biomolecular 
Research Facilities, Black Mountain, ACT (1996):
The central glazed atrium, which will provide natural light to the 
laboratory work areas, will also serve as the main public access. From a 
distance, it will allow visitors to view scientists at work.
The laboratory wing will be located on the northern side of the building, 
close to the existing biomolecular laboratories, with laboratory areas being 
on the south side. This will provide ideal natural light conditions for the 
laboratories whilst also permitting public viewing of the laboratories from 
the garden atrium [p. 11].
The problem with access to GM labs
There is an inherent problem in attempting to allow visitors to do hands-on experiments 
with genetically manipulated organisms, or even to allow them to enter a laboratory 
designated as PC2 which aims to contain genetically manipulated organisms.
In the planning stages of Discovery, the Genetic Manipulation Advisory Committee was 
the body that ensured the genetic manipulation of organisms was performed to acceptable 
standards. Later, this committee was replaced by the Office of the Gene Technology 
Regulator (OGTR), which assists the Regulator in enforcing the Gene Technology Act 
2000. The Act gave the Regulator the power of the law to enforce the rigid terms and 
conditions upon research organisations wishing to undertake experiments using DNA and 
the genetic manipulation of organisms including microbes, plants and animals.
The Handbook on the Regulation o f Gene Technology in Australia (Office of the Gene 
Technology Regulator, n.d.) states that people performing experiments involving the 
genetic manipulation of organisms, need to be appropriately trained, and be aware of the 
potential risks, safety procedures and methods of disposal of waste material. For both 
containment and safety reasons, workers in the PC2 laboratories of Discovery, including 
the author, were required to wear lab coats of some description, closed shoes and safety
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glasses when working at the bench (Office of the Gene Technology Regulator, 2003). Food 
and beverages were not permitted within PC2 laboratories, including packed lunches, even 
en route to their destination. In Discovery for example, a person entering the building must 
enter the building via a non-PC2 entry -  using a digital security card -  and store food in 
designated areas in the staff tea room. Only then should they proceed to their personal 
lockers to store their belongings, which are located within PC2 environment behind sensor 
activated fire doors to one of the four laboratory areas. In Discovery, all but two offices 
adjoin the laboratories, so to eat or drink during the day occupants must use the staff tea 
room or go elsewhere to consume food, such as the cafe or outdoor eating areas. With such 
rules and regulations to be enforced, the choice of building design is most important, to 
minimise inconvenience to laboratory workers.
The opportunities for close contact between workers in the laboratory and the public are 
limited. Adult visitors to the laboratories should be appropriately attired, which is easy to 
enforce for small groups, but large groups of visitors can easily disrupt laboratory routine 
and create congestion in confined spaces. Children are not allowed in the laboratories. The 
combination of safety rules, regulations and security requirements for access tend to push 
people out of the laboratories and towards tea rooms and the cafe for drink and food breaks, 
and to meet family and friends.
The role of the architects
With the Consultant Brief (1996) in mind, any architect seeing the neighbouring buildings 
(Figure 1) on the site such as the Phytotron -  listed as a ‘significant’ building -  the 
Biosafety glasshouse and the numerous other glasshouses containing thousands of plants, 
could not help but notice the widespread use of glass on the site. It is not surprising then 
that the Discovery building contains walls of glass, as this construction material met the 
stated requirements of CSIRO buildings to blend in with existing buildings, to maximise 
light to the laboratories and to put the iab-in-view’ concept into action.
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N O R T H  S C I E N C E  R O A D
C I U N I E S  R O S S  STRE ET
SITE E NTRY
Figure 1. Location of Discovery on the CSIRO Black Mountain site and proximity to the Phytotron and 
Biosafety Glasshouse.
The idea to have the laboratories on view to the public appeared in the preliminary sketches 
prepared by architects Daryl Jackson Alastair Swayn Pty Ltd (1996):
The principal idea of the concept is to expose the southern wall of the 
laboratories to public visitors as they pass through a ‘garden’ atrium on 
their way to the interactive exhibits [p. 7].
CSIRO staff have direct access to the public cafeteria, which is located on 
the main floor level, with views over the central garden atrium and also 
towards the east (Figures 2 and 3).
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Figure 2. Floor plan o f level 2 of Discovery presented to the organising committee by architects Daryl 
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Figure 3. Floor plan o f level 3 of Discovery presented to the organising committee by architects Daryl 
Jackson Alastair Swayn Pty Ltd.
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Once this feature appeared on paper, it remained thereafter as a central part of the design. 
Other architectural designs were submitted for consideration, but it was the plan of Daryl 
Jackson Alastair Swayn that prevailed.
After construction: Acclaim for the building
Once completed, Discovery attracted much interest in architectural circles. In an article 
written by Peter Ward (2000), more attention is given to the architectural merit and praise 
of the cafe, than the science being portrayed or the occupants of the laboratory.
The architects decided that the building should respond both to its site, ... 
and to the ‘introspective’ nature of CSIRO’s master plan for the leafy 
Black Mountain campus.
The semiotics of the design suggest a glass house, which gives visitors an 
instant appreciation of the main activities of the complex, and it also leads 
them down to the equally important Discovery Exhibition and the 
Education Centre.
The atrium is, of course, a crucial element in the design of this multi­
purpose complex.
The second level contains a rather elegant cafe (not at all a sticky bun and 
milky tea shop), providing access to the conference and other facilities in 
the north wing, and exploits views of the central business district past and 
above mature trees to the east.
The building is thus inevitably something of a hybrid, but that’s why it’s a 
landmark development for Canberra as well as an important public 
showcase of how CSIRO research is addressing current environmental, 
energy, agricultural and technological issues [p. 21].
The judges of the Canberra Medallion awarded by the Royal Australian Institute of 
Architects State Awards (2000) said that Discovery is “a building with genius loci, a place 
with a special quality where science and the public are brought together”.
17
Chapter two: Review of related literature
Program Y selection as occupants
So, who are the people who work in Discovery and what do they do? The Official Hansard 
Report (1996) identified the general area of research to be undertaken in Discovery and the 
group of people destined to occupy Discovery laboratories:
The research to be carried out in the proposed laboratories will focus on 
the transfer of gene technology to Australian agriculture. It was always 
intended that the occupants of Discovery would be those collectively 
known as program Y, who work on genetic engineering for crop 
improvement (The Committees Investigation, pp. 1-2).
Prior to the construction of Discovery, the staff of program Y in Plant Industry were 
scattered in a number of buildings on the Black Mountain site. It was argued that it was 
advantageous from a management point of view for staff from the same research theme to 
be located in close proximity to encourage communication between members of the 
program, and to make it easier to manage staff. After moving into Discovery, for the first 
time all researchers from program Y interested in genetic engineering of crop plants would 
be located in the one building. This raised questions about the potential for increased 
contact with co-workers to impact on communication within the program.
The program was chosen for a number of reasons, which were presented in the Consultant 
Brieffor a CSIRO Interaction Centre and Biomolecular Research facilities at Black 
Mountain ACT (1996):
The grouping of the whole of program Y into the new facility reflects the 
increasing emphasis on biochemical and molecular biology research which 
will be the main focus of the division’s research activities in the coming 
decades. Consolidation of the majority of program Y into its own 
laboratory area will undoubtedly improve effectiveness of the program’s 
research. Program Y attracts significant industry funding and integration 
of its research activities will promote closer interaction with industry 
groups, particularly in the agribusiness sector [p. 11].
18
Chapter two: Review of related literature
There are few written records of what the staff had to say about the matter. The Official 
Hansard Report (1996) records some discussion between Mr Hollis, member of the 
Parliamentary Committee on Public Works, Dr Huppatz, Assistant Chief of the Division of 
Plant Industry and Mr Agostino, Manager of Divisional Research Facilities, about whether 
staff members were informed of the plans:
PW66 Mr Hollis -  As the chairman indicated, there has not been a lot of 
people putting in critical proposals or objecting to this. What sort of 
consultation has there been with the staff? Are the staff happy with what 
has been proposed? Has there been consultation with the staff association 
and have they had their input?
Dr Huppatz -  We have a staff association that covers the whole of CSIRO 
and they have been supportive of this proposal...I would ask Mr Agostino 
to elaborate further.
Mr Agostino -  I believe that the Divisional Consultative Committee is 
actually putting a submission to your committee. The Consultative 
Committee is the focus for industrial participation within the division and 
is made up of management, staff and union representatives. Basically they 
are extremely supportive of the idea, in particular the idea of a science 
interaction centre which will give scientists the opportunity to 
communicate their ideas with the general public and other stakeholders [p.
66].
The only record of staff input was from the Plant Industry Divisional Consultative 
Committee which reported that staff were satisfied with the plans of the building during the 
design phase and did not have any concerns about being in view of the public. The 
submission by the Consultative Committee chairman, Dr R.T Furbank, is referred to in the 
Official Hansard Report (1996):
...Committee members enthusiastically endorse the project in its totality.
The proposed new laboratory and site amenities are seen as long overdue 
facilities for the site [p. 87]
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The Committee, which is the principal forum for industrial participation within the 
division, indicated “wholehearted support for the project” and advised the parliamentary 
enquiry committee that:
• it had been kept fully informed about the proposed Research Interaction 
Centre and Biomolecular Research Laboratories
• it enthusiastically endorses the project in total
• the new laboratory and site amenities are seen as long overdue
• the Science Interaction Centre is an exciting concept which will allow the 
CSIRO to showcase its research effort to the general public and industry
• the communication link between CSIRO researchers and the community at 
large is viewed by the Consultative Committee to be a vitally important 
role for the organisation.
Unusually, there were no other submissions of evidence from other witnesses and 
this is commented on by the Chair.
Buildings similar in design and concept to Discovery
The idea of being able to see behind-the-scenes of research is becoming increasingly 
popular: a number of research organisations have copied the ‘lab-in-action’ concept first 
presented in Australia in Discovery.
The Western Australian Fisheries and Marine Research Laboratories opened their 
Naturaliste Marine Discovery Centre located at Hillarys Boat Harbour, Sorrento, in 
September 2005 (The Western Australian Fisheries and Marine Research Laboratories, 
n.d.). The centre will allow people to view ‘real’ scientists working on marine specimens 
and unique fish life in one of six aquaria. According to their website:
In an Australian ‘first’, the Western Australian Fisheries and Marine 
Research Laboratories will combine a research institution with a leading- 
edge public education facility -  the Naturaliste Marine Discovery Centre.
This will incorporate an interactive exhibition area, aquariums, training
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areas for use by schools and viewing windows into research areas.....and
offer people an intimate ‘behind-the-scenes’ look at how fisheries research 
is carried o u t.
Perhaps they were not aware that CSIRO had already beaten them to the description 
‘Australian first’. The main theme for the exhibition includes a tour following the path of 
the Leeuwin Current-the source of Western Australia’s climate and rich fisheries.
In April 2006, the John Curtin School of Medical Research at the Australian National 
University, Canberra, opened the first part of the Jackie Chan Science Centre (John Curtin 
School of Medical Research, n.d.). The foyer, lecture theatre and cafe are the first sections 
to be completed. According to Professor Judith Witworth, being named after Jackie Chan 
would:
...help raise the profile of the centre and help attract more young people 
into scientific research...[and]...be a huge drawcard in bringing kids onto 
the ANU campus as part of the ACT science tourism circuit and switching 
them on to the excitement of science and medical research.
The John Curtin School is closed to the public. At present it is not possible for visitors to 
get through the front doors of the building to speak to the receptionist. Apparently, the new 
building will house a ‘super laboratory’ which is an architectural representation of a DNA 
helix, incorporating physical twists of steel to convey the metaphor.
The similarity between the descriptions of the three buildings and the use of architectural 
metaphors to represent the science is striking. Many of the views expressed by the 
spokespeople quoted in the press articles mirror those reported in CSIRO news releases in 
1998 when Discovery was opened.
Discover}7: Science centre and museum
Discovery is not merely an architectural hybrid: in communication terms it is a hybrid 
science centre and museum. According to Gregory (2000):
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Museums offer primarily visual experience, which is essentially passive as 
reflected, indeed, in the museum word ‘exhibit4 [p. 1274].
The occupants of Discovery share many features in common with museum exhibits. The 
large glass-walled laboratories make the scientists part of a living diorama, and a purely 
visual experience for the visitor. Gregory (2000) asked of museums: What can visitors see 
in glass cases? Will they be effectively blind to unfamiliar objects? [p. 1274]. The same 
questions can be asked of Discovery lab displays.
One way in which Discovery differs from many museums is in the complete lack of 
explanation about what is happening in the labs. There is no information available to the 
visitor about what the people in the laboratories do, or what type of research they are 
involved in. This point was highlighted in a study of a visit to Discovery by Environmetrics 
(2005) who carried out an intensive on site analysis of visitor behaviour, two small-scale 
surveys of visitors at the Discovery Centre and at other tourist attractions in Canberra. The 
stated aim of these analyses was to develop recommendations that would enhance the 
Discovery visitor experience. One recommendation relevant to this study was to:
place electronic signage along the floor sills of the labs viewed from the 
cafe. Use these to explain what is happening in the labs and to spread good 
news about CSIRO achievements [p. 5].
Environmetrics (2005) also suggested the inclusion of “web cams to provide a sense of 
immediacy and an understanding of the breadth of CSIRO activities” [p. 23]. There is no 
record of what the scientists had to say about that proposal. Neither of these suggestions 
have so far been implemented.
Rennie and Stocklmayer (2003) recognise that the nature of museums has changed:
Museums have long been sites for people to learn, but their nature has 
changed. The earliest museums were about ‘things’, people’s nature 
collections on display for others to look at. Modern museums have a much 
broader base, with many of the dioramas of the past replaced by visually
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linked displays that tell stories, not just of a scientific nature, but the social 
aspects of it as well [p. 762].
Using this description, Discovery occupants could be considered part of a living diorama.
According to Kraus (2000), Discovery can also be considered a corporate museum “many 
of which link science with society and have an explicit aim to educate the public about the 
company”. Discovery is an example of an organisation’s response to “increased pressures 
to continually advance knowledge and new technologies for their long-term success and 
prosperity” (Santoro and Chakrabarti, 2001). Or as Peter Ward (2000) put it, Discovery is 
CSIRO “singing for its supper”.
Gregory (2000) compares and contrasts science centres and museums, and tries to provide 
a definition of each. He states:
Science Centres are not museums, as they do not protect and display 
precious objects; instead they offer active experiments and demonstrations 
of phenomena of nature, and discoveries and inventions, together with 
something of how science works.
So-called 'Science Centres' which do not provide science may do serious 
disservice by suggesting that science is easy, even trivial, and does not 
need careful thinking and observation motivated by curiosity.
Science Centres can be many things, and variety is good, but they must 
have some real science to justify their name and existence.
Hands-on Science Centres and more traditional museums, are both 
concerned with ideas. Museums have the benefit of fascinating objects 
from the past. Science Centres are more concerned with present activity.
As there are overlaps, and neither is complete, surely each should help the 
other, to share ideas of science with the public [p. 1274].
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Figure 4. Science centre or museum? View of the level 2 west laboratory and one of the Discovery 
exhibitions from the bridge. A bottom glass panel o f the level 3 west laboratory is just visible in the top centre 
of the image.
Discovery researchers are certainly concerned with ideas. But should we call the 
researchers “fascinating objects from the past” or “precious objects” because they are part 
of a museum-like display? By this definition, Discovery laboratories can also be called a 
science centre because the scientists are certainly concerned with present research activity -  
probably more so than ‘typical’ science centres. It provides real science, it offers active 
experiments (Figure 4). The Discovery building also includes the Discovery Exhibition and 
the Green Machine, where students and members of the public can actually get their hands 
on some science.
Museum architecture
If the Discovery laboratories are living museum dioramas, then the Discovery building is 
the CS1RO museum. Reviewing contemporary museum architecture in North America, 
Sirefman (1999) says that the word ‘museum’ brings to mind a physical structure:
Z h
Chapter two: Review of related literature
The very notion of a museum embodies physicality. The word itself 
implies a built structure, where the activities on offer revolve around 
human motion through articulated space. The experiential narrative that a 
museum embodies is inseparable from its physical condition -  its 
architecture [p. 297].
t
On a similar note to Ward (2000) who described the appropriateness of Discovery’s 
architecture to its setting, Sirefman (1999) states that:
Architecture represents the museum’s public image, defines the 
institution’s relationship to its setting, and constructs the framework of the 
visitors’ experience [p. 297].
The ‘visitors’, however, are not the only occupants of the Discovery museum. The 
researchers are also present, so an extension of this idea is that the architecture could also 
be said to construct a framework for the researcher’s experience. Sirefman (1999) is also 
interested in the relationship between the contents of a museum -  in this case the 
researchers -  and the context, suggesting that:
the successful contemporary post urban museum should demonstrate a 
strong symbiotic relationship not only with it’s contents, but with its 
context [p. 299].
It is the nature of the relationship between the museum architecture design and the 
laboratory researchers that is of interest here.
Museum exhibit and visitor studies
Science centre and museum visitor studies usually focus on two main purposes: “What 
visitors do during their visit to the museum, including their responses to the physical 
design, and features of the museum environment and their participation in social 
interactions” (Rennie, 2001, p. 108). Examples include evaluation of exhibit design and 
features of effectiveness, such as the format and positioning of labelling. According to 
Rennie (2001):
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...research in museums has focussed on answering questions about either 
the exhibits or the visitors...in both kinds of research, the data are 
collected from the visitors, because the effectiveness of an exhibit must be 
measured in terms of how the visitors react to it [pp. 107-121].
The idea that people could be part of a museum exhibit and could apply their own 
measure of its success has not been widely discussed in the literature.
All the world’s a stage
There is no literature available on how people in scientific exhibits react to being in view of 
the public. However, there are some parallels to be drawn between the ‘show’ put on by 
researchers in Discovery laboratories and the ‘living history’ presentations by enthusiastic 
volunteers or professional actors at sites of historical interest. Tivers (2002) discusses the 
presentations or ‘performances’ o f ‘living history’ presentations at four sites in the UK and 
Europe, where the actors occupy either specific or generalised historical roles. The 
definition o f ‘living history’ adopted by Tivers (2002), and a generally used one, includes 
all instances where live ‘actors’ participate in the telling of story of the past [p. 191].
In some forms of historical re-enactment, the actors are there as performers, interacting 
directly with individual, or groups of, visitors, who are perceived as the audience. After 
some discussion of the nature of the ‘performance’, ultimately Tivers takes the consensus 
view that no matter how one chooses to define a ‘performance’, in the end “for a 
performance to take place there must be an audience” [p. 190].
Performance is slipping more and more into every day life and it is generally 
acknowledged that we live in a dramatised society (Tivers, 2002, p. 190). Tivers quotes 
Abercrombie and Longhurst (1998) on life’s everyday performances that we are often not 
aware of:
So deeply infused into everyday life is performance that we are unaware 
of it in ourselves and in others. Life is a constant performance; we are 
audience and performer at the same time [pp. 72-73].
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Tivers (2002) describes the Tudors at Kentwell Hall, UK “who do not consider themselves 
to be actors, although it is possibly a mistake to think that they are not ‘performing’ just 
because they insist they are not” [p. 194], Warwick Castle, UK is staffed by members of a 
medieval society whose participation is a hobby. Tivers (2002) reports that:
They view themselves as ordinary people, not actors. By their clothing 
they were very much ‘part of the scene’, but there was no real attempt to 
‘act the part’ [p. 195].
They work hard at making their role unconscious and in that sense might not be described 
as performers. At a Dutch open air and indoor museum, The Zuiderzeemuseum at 
Enkhuizen, two families live on site:
the others ‘live’ in their museum cottages during the day, but go home at 
night The actors are employees who view themselves as performers, being 
present for the sake of the visitors [p. 194].
Tivers (2002) also comments on the educational element of living history:
‘Living history’ ... is normally considered to have, or even require, a 
strong educational element ... but those involved in re-enactment may 
have no interest in education, or indeed in an ‘audience’ of any sort 
outside of their own group -  and in general have no interest in ‘selling’ 
heritage to anyone [p. 198].
The occupants of Discovery: Where this study begins
Discovery was the first building in Australia to show members of the public scientists 
working in research laboratories. This was a new approach by an organisation to 
communicate the findings of its research to members of the public. This was particularly 
relevant to CSIRO scientists since much of the research that takes place in CSIRO is 
funded by the government and therefore the public.
The description of Discovery by Peter Ward (2000) may be typical of the public’s 
perception of Discovery, presenting a typical stereotype of scientists in white lab coats:
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But most importantly, as visitors enter it, they pass, to the south, two 
levels of Plant Industry laboratories stacked behind high, wide, glazed 
walls. There, behold the white-coated boffins at their work, a living 
display of hands-on test-tubing, Petri-dishing and microscoping.
The ‘boffins’ wearing lab coats and doing the ‘hands-on-research’ are, most likely, 
technical staff who may have graduate level qualifications. On rare occasions their 
supervisors who have PhD qualifications and more may also don a lab coat and do 
experiments; but they are more likely to be found in their offices doing the paperwork, 
much less visible to the vistors. It is also questionable whether he actually saw any ‘test­
tubing’ or ‘microscoping’: test tubes are rarely used any more, particularly for the type of 
research that takes place in Discovery, and the microscopes generally are in the laboratory 
areas out of the public view.
Peter Ward (2000) used a reverential tone when describing the building -  acknowledging 
the importance of being able to see the scientists at work -  but also in a sense mocked the 
activities of the occupants. He seemed more concerned about the fire ratings than the 
people in view of the public:
This is a key part of the Discovery concept, exposing what the scientists 
and researchers actually do (well at least a bit of it), and to do so gave the 
architects a significant problem when responding to fire-rating issues.
There is a growing awareness by researchers that our physical environment affects our 
brains. The theory is that many places cause stress just by their design, and that we can 
improve the quality of life by building in ways that reflect the way our brains work. John 
Zeisel -  who has a doctorate in sociology and training in architecture and neuroscience -  
studies the impact of the physical environment on the brains of office workers, how it 
affects stress, attention, mood and how those affect productivity and health (Bond, 2006). 
He admits that he has more hypotheses than findings at present [p. 51].
Little research is available on this topic. Brief and Weiss (2002) reviewed the workplace 
factors that produce moods and emotions, such as stressful events (or aversive stimuli),
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leaders, workgroup characteristics, physical settings, and organisational rewards and 
punishments, but did not include employees being part of a permanent display as one of 
them [p. 287]. Brief and Weiss (2002) acknowledged that “very little is known about how 
physical settings, even broadly construed, affect feelings in the workplace” [p. 290].
It is the impact of the physical setting on workplace satisfaction that is of interest in this 
thesis. Although theories outnumber data in this area of research, more is known about the 
way in which workers communicate within organisations and the affect this has on 
workplace and job satisfaction.
Communication networks in research organisations
Numerous publications available on important elements of communication within 
companies have found that internal communication is an important factor in employee job 
satisfaction. Gray and Laidlaw (2002) looked at internal organisational communication in 
an Australian retail organisation, and found that organisational communication is a key 
determinant of employee attitudes and performance. They add that:
Although researchers agree on the importance and complexity of 
organisational communication, further research needs to explore the 
dynamics of workplace interpersonal communication [p. 111].
Very few studies of the communication behaviour or attitudes of scientific researchers in 
universities or research and development organisations have been done. In a study of 
scientists’ perception of the work environment in a research organisation, Roy and Dhawan 
(2002), suggest that:
Better communication systems can help scientists to update knowledge in 
their area(s) of interest, and can improve productivity. Better awareness 
will be useful for overall effectiveness of the laboratory functioning. The 
main purpose of a communication network is the organisation and 
processing of information. In R&D laboratories, only a small percentage 
of all idea-generating information comes from the scientific literature [p.
271].
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They also found that:
even in the problem-definition stage, personal contacts provide more than 
five times the number of messages supplied by written sources. Therefore, 
communication through personal contacts is a crucial aspect of the 
innovation process [p. 271].
Jain and Triandis (1997) categorised the communication networks in research and 
development organisations depending on the nature of the research activities [pp. 29-31]. 
The research pursued in Discovery laboratories fits comfortably in their category of 
projects that involve work oriented toward developing new knowledge and concepts [p. 
30]. In this category of research:
Many new ideas are obtained while talking with people who do similar 
work. Sometimes talking with one person on Monday and another on 
Tuesday allows two apparently unrelated fields of research to merge in 
one’s mind and leads to a new insight. Personal contacts and verbal 
communication therefore provide an efficient and effective 
communication medium within and between research and development 
communities [p. 30],
High-performing research projects that are involved in developing new ideas showed 
extensive and decentralised communication patterns:
People talked to many others and there were no rules prohibiting the 
exchange of ideas. Direct contacts and gatekeepers were used to acquire 
information from professional areas outside the firm. Within the firm, 
contacts were directed towards individuals who could provide effective 
feedback and evaluation...In general there was less reliance on 
supervisory direction and more on individual initiative and peer decision­
making and problem-solving [p. 30].
The relocation of staff with similar research interests to the Discovery building 
afforded an opportunity to establish new networks with colleagues. On the other
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hand, it is also possible that existing networks may have been eroded due to 
relocation. Based on previous studies, the researchers of Discovery are likely to 
use casual interactions and communication networks to update knowledge and 
solve problems in their area of interest. This study explores the effect of increased 
opportunities for interactions with colleagues of program Y arising from 
relocation to Discovery.
Public and private spaces
The construction of Discovery and buildings like it has transformed the private work 
environment of researchers into a public space. The Discovery building was designed to 
showcase past CSIRO research findings in the Discovery Exhibition and present research in 
the laboratories. The researchers work environment is a very public one, with the intention 
o f ‘demystifying science’ and allowing scientists and visitors to mingle in the cafe. For the 
occupants of Discovery laboratories, their work environment is a public space, in contrast 
to the traditional image of scientists in pokey laboratories, behind closed doors away from 
the scrutiny of the public. Givena and Leckieb (2003) analysed ways in which people use 
public spaces; their example of a public space was a library. They suggested that:
Individuals may have social activity spaces that are both private and 
public. Private spaces are often relatively confined (e.g., a home), whereas 
public activity spaces are sometimes quite large (e.g., an entire city).
The research outlines how the method o f ‘seating sweeps’ can be used to study large 
central libraries to reveal new insights into the public's use and perceptions of library 
spaces, which are important and prominent types of public space.
Libraries often prevent users from eating or drinking when handling the books. In the study 
by Givena and Leckieb (2003), after study carrels or work tables and computer 
workstations, not surprisingly, the “the third most popular location was the food court or 
indoor street area in both libraries”.
The researchers who work in the ‘public’ PC2 laboratories of Discovery are in a similar 
situation because they too are required to leave the laboratory to eat or drink. This study 
looks at the role of the Discovery cafe in establishing and maintaining communication
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networks useful in the gathering and processing of information by researchers, and their 
satisfaction with a ‘public’ workplace.
Summary
This chapter has documented the design phase of Discovery construction, to understand the 
role Discovery plays in the communication strategy of the CS1RO. We have seen how the 
architects’ response to the brief led to the ‘lab-in-view’ concept becoming a reality. It 
describes who works in Discovery and why they were chosen to occupy the building 
laboratories.
Putting people on display as an exhibit in a science centre is a new approach to 
communication that has not been evaluated in terms of either visitor or participant 
response. Here, the focus is the people in the exhibit -  how people respond to being 
viewed, and viewing members of the public. How well does the building and the ‘exhibit’ 
function from the point of view of the scientists? This research seeks to find out whether 
the ‘collision centre’ theory of architects has lived up to communication expectations, and 
how the researchers feel about being part of a museum exhibition.
The next chapter describes the selection of methodology for the study to determine how 
researchers feel about being part of a ‘lab-in-action’ concept laboratory. It gives the 
rationale for the choice of the research method used and describes the instrumentation, data 
collection procedures and methods of data analysis.
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Introduction
The previous chapter outlined the need for CSIRO to create a single point of contact for the 
organisation and the design phase of the Discovery building. However there was no 
documentation available that described how researchers feel about being part o f a ‘lab-in­
action’ concept laboratory. A useful starting point would be to find out if they were 
concerned at all. If concerns do exist, who expresses these concerns and how strongly do 
they hold them?
Other issues arising from reading documents and literature relate to the communication 
between members o f program Y after relocation to Discovery and the potential of the cafe 
to play a role in fostering communications between researchers.
This chapter gives the rationale for the choice o f the research methodology used and 
describes the instrumentation, data collection procedures and methods o f data analysis. The 
chapter concludes with a discussion on the limitations of the methods used.
The research methodology
The following research questions were developed at the end of Chapter 1 on pages 4 and 5:
•  What processes and decisions led to the design o f Discovery design?
• Were the occupants o f Discovery consulted about the design?
• How do researchers feel about working in view o f the public?
• Has communication between groups changed due to relocation in Discovery?
It was hoped that by asking staff about their impressions of working in a museum-style 
exhibit it could be determined if any concerns exist, and what they might be. This may 
indicate ways in which other organisations planning similar style installations could benefit 
from the experience o f CSIRO staff.
3.3
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Many aspects of the thesis design and methodology were defined by the subject matter. The 
boundaries of the study were conveniently defined by the physical structure of the building 
and the number of people that could occupy the available space. And since this is the first 
case study of its type, it is necessarily exploratory in nature. Yin (2003) argues that the 
single case design is justifiable under certain conditions, including when the case represents 
a rare or unique circumstance [p. 45].
Choice of research design
Many types of information may be used in a case study. Yin (2003) outlines six important 
sources of evidence in case study research, and describes the strengths and weaknesses of 
each. These sources are: documentation, archival records, interviews, direct observations, 
participant observation and physical artefacts [pp. 85-97]. He notes that no one source is 
better than any other; all are complementary, and a good case study should include as many 
of these sources as possible. In this study, documents, archival records, interviews, direct 
observations from the past and survey responses were possible sources of information to 
answer the research questions.
Because little research on the topic is available, it was difficult to identify potential 
problems that could arise in this study by reviewing the findings of other research. The 
study is essentially exploratory in nature. According to Creswell (1994) the nature of the 
research problem is an important factor in determining the suitability of quantitative or 
qualitative approaches. He suggests that where little information exists on the topic, where 
the variables are largely unknown, a qualitative approach is indicated [p. 10]. Within 
qualitative research methods, Yin (2003) suggests that case studies are preferred when 
‘how’ or ‘why’ questions are being posed [p. 1]. The first research question was addressed 
by interviewing managers and by consulting archival material documenting the choice of 
building design. The relative immaturity of the topic under investigation, the time since the 
events occurred and the nature of the decision making process and construction phase of 
Discovery lend themselves to a qualitative research design.
According to Yin (2003), interviews are an essential source of case study evidence, and 
may be open-ended, focused, or of a more structured survey format [pp. 89-92]. A series of 
open questions were asked of key managers involved in the construction and management 
stages of Discovery guided by my personal experience and points of interest from
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conversations made while working in Discovery. Answers to questions or comments raised 
during interviews identified topics and areas of interest for further investigation.
According to Creswell (1994), where the concept is immature due to lack of theory and 
previous research, there is a need to explore and describe the phenomena and to develop 
theory [p. 146]. However some of the variables in this study were identified from personal 
experience in Discovery and talking to some of the potential survey participants. When the 
form of the research question is ‘who, what, where, how many and how much’, a survey is 
a more appropriate research strategy (Yin, 2003, p. 5). This suggests that a quantitative 
approach was appropriate to answer the other research questions. Given how little 
information was available, a survey of the occupants of Discovery was considered one way 
to establish if there was indeed a problem that required further investigation and, if 
necessary, to provide information for other organisations considering similar ‘lab-in-view’ 
setups. A mixture of general and specific types of questions and statements was used to 
provide an indication of how typical the answers were. Responses could be counted and 
analysed for trends according to demographics, location in building, seniority or role in the 
organisation. Survey participants were also invited to supply comments to verify or 
corroborate evidence, and to add another dimension to the quantitative results. From 
personal experience, 1 was aware that many of the potential participants favoured surveys 
where they were given the opportunity to qualify their primary answers to questions with 
further comments. This also provided information about the internal consistency of answers 
to the questionnaire.
The combination of quantitative survey data, interview questions and supporting archival 
documents all go some way towards answering the questions. Using multiple data sources 
serves to enhance the validity of research findings through data triangulation (Yin, 2003, 
pp. 97-99). Traditionally the most important advantage of such an approach is the 
development of “converging lines of inquiry”, giving much greater conviction and 
accuracy to any case study finding or conclusion since it is based on several different 
sources of information (Yin, 2003, pp. 98-100).
Documents
Because same years have passed since the construction of Discovery, it was important to 
compare the current attitude of management to Discovery’s role in communication with the
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original intentions for the building. To overcome the difficulties arising from changes in 
opinions caused by the time that had elapsed since moving into Discovery, organisational 
documents were requested that could provide information about the organisation’s view of 
the role of Discovery as indicated by comments of committee members at the time 
immediately prior to approval and construction of the building. Documents include 
architects briefs and plans, design reports, Hansard Reports and consultant studies of their 
impressions of a visit to Discovery. These documents supplied information about the hopes 
and plans that the organisation had for Discovery, enabling me to see how it lived up to 
expectations and to complement the comments of the interviewees.
Interviews
The research involved interviewing the managers and decision makers of CSIRO Plant 
Industry about the location, design and construction of the Discovery building. Managers 
were asked about the communication goals and strategies of the organisation at the time, 
and whether the organisation is satisfied with the role that Discovery plays as the ‘public 
face’ of CSIRO. Responses to interview questions were compared with other forms of 
documentation relating to the role of Discovery in communicating a corporate image of 
CSIRO.
Interviewees were selected because they were managers or participated in the design or 
construction of Discovery. Dr TJ Higgins is currently Deputy Chief of Plant Industry and 
was leader of program Y at the time the group moved into Discovery. Mr Tony Agostino is 
building manager for Discovery and was on the Divisional Consultative Committee at the 
time of Discovery construction.
Surveys
The laboratory staff members were surveyed for their responses to questions about work 
habits, communication between staff members and responses to the design of the building.
During my employment at CSIRO 1 was located in the Discovery building, in the level 2 
east laboratory. This gave me an insight into the communication that took place within 
program Y as a result of moving into Discovery, and also how some other members of staff 
felt about being located in Discovery, working in view of the visitors to Discovery. Many 
of the questions in the survey were based on personal observations made during this time.
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To establish if the staff of Discovery differed in their impressions of working in Discovery 
being viewed by the public, it was important to establish lab demographics, such as sex, 
age, job, role in the organisation, and physical location in Discovery laboratories. In 
biological science, senior researchers are often older males who are removed from hands- 
on bench work and confined to office duties. The technical staff are, more often than not, 
female, who spend most of their time doing the hands-on science in the laboratory. Because 
of the difference in sex, age and work tasks, the impact of the building design on work 
habits of the two groups may be quite different.
The survey questions
The survey questions were sorted by category and the research questions they were 
intended to answer. They are presented in the boxes below, and in Appendix 1 in full. The 
type of response required for each question is provided after the questions: categorical, 
where participants choose from a list of options; rank order (strongly agree, agree, no 
opinion, disagree, strongly disagree); or open, where participants were asked to answer 
using their own words.
Box one: Consultation about the design of the building
I was consulted about the design o f the building.
My suggestions were incorporated into the building.
Answers: rank order and open
Box two: Demographics, physical location in Discovery laboratories and role in 
organisation
Male /  Female 
Age range 
I What is your role?
How long have you been in the building?
Answers: categorical
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Box three: Location in the Discovery building
What parts o f the Discovery building do you use?
Where are you located in the Discovery labs?
What is the best description o f your personal workspace?
Answers: categorical
This location suits my needs.
Answer: rank order and open
Who or what can you see outside your position in the building? 
Answer: open
Box four: Impact of design on work
The design/layout o f the building has no impact on my work.
There are advantages to the building plan o f Discovery.
There are disadvantages to the building plan o f Discovery.
Being able to see what ’s happening outside the lab is a distraction to my work. 
Being viewed by the public is a distraction to my work.
The design o f the labs could be improved as a work place.
The design o f the building could be improved as a work place.
Answers: rank order and open
Box five: Effect of moving into Discovery on communication
What program are you in?
Answer: categorical
Being located in the same building as other members o f program Y has helped 
communication within the program.
Being located in the Discovery labs has affected communication with members o f other 
programs in the division.
Being located in the same building has changed the interaction between sub-programs. 
Answers: rank order and open
Can you give an example o f the development o f an idea that took place because o f 
increased contact?
Answer: categorical and open
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Box six: The role of the cafe in communication
How often do you use the cafe per week?
Answer: categorical
The cafe has increased the level or nature o f interaction with colleagues.
I Answer: rank order and open
Box seven: Interaction with Discovery Exhibition visitors and staff
Describe your interaction with the Discovery exhibition visitors.
Answer: open
:...................................................................................................................................................
Box eight: Overall satisfaction with working in Discovery
Overall, I am satisfied with Discovery as a work place.
Answer: rank order and open
Is there any thing else you would like to comment on relevant to working in Discovery 
building?
Answer: open
Pilot test of survey questions
After designing the survey questions, I asked a previous occupant of Discovery who had 
recently retired to pilot test the survey questions and provide feedback. Two questions were 
modified as a result of feedback obtained.
Obtaining approval to undertake the research
Approval to conduct the research was sought from the Human Research Ethics Committee 
within the Research Services Office of the Australian National University. Approval was 
granted under Protocol 2005/320 on 30 January 2006 (see Appendix 2). The following 
section outlines the steps taken to obtain permission from the management of CSIRO Plant 
Industry to do the research, as outlined in the approved protocol.
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Following ethics approval, the current leader of program Y staff in Discovery, Dr Jeff Ellis, 
was contacted by email (Appendix 3) and asked to provide permission for the study to be 
done. Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the Assistant Chief of Plant 
Industry, Dr TJ Higgins, on behalf of the Chief, Dr Jeremy Burden. A copy of the letter is 
in Appendix 4.
Conducting the survey
After permission was obtained, staff members of the Discovery laboratories were 
approached by email to complete a survey. There were between 60 to 70 potential 
participants. Emails were forwarded to participants by the program leader’s personal 
assistant, so I was unable to identify individuals or count the number of addressees. 
Participants were supplied with an information sheet to keep. To obtain informed consent 
from potential respondents to the survey, a letter was provided to each person, identifying 
myself, outlining the research being proposed, possible outcomes of the research (including 
that it will be published in a thesis) and requesting that they agree to be surveyed. The 
participant’s consent was established in writing. Copies of the letter requesting 
participation, the information sheet, and the Consent Agreement are in Appendices 5 and 6.
Participants could complete the survey digitally and reply to the email or they could print 
the questionnaire, complete it and place it in the box supplied in the Discovery staff tea­
room. Printed questionnaires were also available beside the box, to be completed during tea 
or lunch breaks by staff.
Staff of Discovery were given three weeks in which to complete the survey and were 
encouraged by an email message sent at weekly intervals to participate in the survey. After 
three weeks, completed surveys were collected and the data collated.
Conducting the interviews
Potential participants from management were contacted by an email massage that outlined 
the research and requested an interview. A suitable interview time to conduct the interview 
was then arranged. Consent forms were attached to the email messages when arranging 
interview, and were completed immediately prior to the interview: both agreed to allow the 
interview to be recorded. Copies of the Consent Agreement and cover letter and are in 
Appendices 6 and 7.
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Both interviews were held in person, in Dr TJ Higgins’ office or at lunch in the cafe with 
Mr Tony Agostino. The interviews took between 20 to 40 minutes to complete. During 
interviews, notes were taken and the conversations were recorded using an iPod. They were 
transcribed fully using Express Scribe software to allow analysis and subsequent 
interpretation and are available in Appendices 8 and 9. After transcribing the interviews, 
the archival records were read for and copies were made of relevant passages, to cross 
check information supplied by interviewees. The interviewees were given the opportunity 
to comment on and modify quotes attributed to them.
Sample and population
The sample population for the survey was considered to be a fair representation of the 
population invited to participate in the research: technical staff and managers from all four 
Discovery laboratories, young and old, male and female. The views represented by the 
small sample included in this study, although limited, still provide important information 
about the research under study. Both quantitative and qualitative data were obtained from 
the survey.
Survey data analysis
The data from the completed surveys was entered into an Excel spreadsheet. Graphs were 
created to summarise responses and to compare the results obtained from different sections 
of Discovery -  for example responses from participants from level 2 versus level 3 -  to 
look for trends in the data. Responses were coded for ease of reference and to compare the 
recorded response with information supplied in the comments (strongly agree, 1: agree, 2: 
no opinion, 3: disagree, 4: strongly disagree, 5).
Participants were also invited to supply comments on the survey questions. Initial 
responses and comments were recorded together to gauge how well the comments 
correlated with the initial response. For example, participant 21 agreed with the statement 
‘The design of the building could be improved as a workplace?’ and provided a comment. 
This was recorded as: “W indows-too many. Public viewing is too much [2E2]”. The 
location, age and other information was also recorded in the spreadsheet to allow for cross 
reference. A complete list of participant numbers, coded responses and comments are in 
Appendix 10.
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Comment processing and analysis
To analyse comments, certain words or phrases were noted along with positive or negative 
statements that correlated with their primary response to the statement. There is no single 
correct way to process and analyse qualitative data. However, in case study research, data 
analysis involved “examining, categorising, tabulating, testing or otherwise recombining 
both quantitative and qualitative evidence to address the initial propositions of a study”
(Yin, 2003, p. 109).
The method used to analyse interviews and comments was suggested by Creswell (1994, p. 
155). The interview transcript or survey comments were first read to get a sense of the 
whole interview or range of comments. During the second reading, segments of text that 
seemed important, interesting or unusual were underlined, notes were made, and common 
words and themes began to emerge. The themes were assigned code words, which were 
then counted to determine the frequency of use. The coded data from the survey was then 
tabulated to allow comparison of the data across the different themes, with the aim of 
identifying both similarities and differences between them. Appendix 11 includes the 
analysis of data from survey questions 24 and 25 as an example.
Limitations of the research method
The case study method used here has some similarity with the ‘observant-participant’ 
method of collection of data for case study. I actually participated in the events being 
studied: I used my every day experience of working in Discovery to design the survey 
questions, with previous information available from conversations with other staff 
members in the same conditions at the time of the events. This could have both positive and 
negative influences on the research outcomes.
This presents an unusual opportunity for collecting data. One advantage is that I was able 
to adopt the viewpoint of someone ‘inside’ the case study, rather than external to it. A 
disadvantage is that it has the potential to introduce biases, and decreased my ability to act 
as an external observer. There is the danger of the ‘observant-participant’ will become a 
supporter of the group or organisation being studied. The use of multiple sources of 
information is recommended to overcome some of these potential disadvantages (Yin, 
2003). However, some time had passed since I worked in the building, so the method of
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study also has some significant differences from true ‘observant-participant’ case study 
methodology.
Neither of the two people interviewed, although important figures in the development of 
the Discovery concept, were the most influential person involved in the project. That 
description is reserved for Dr Jim Peacock, Chief of Plant Industry, considered to be a 
'driving force’ in the design and construction of the Discovery building. However, Dr 
Peacock was not interviewed because he was too far removed from the day-to-day 
activities of the researchers in Discovery, nor had he worked in or directly supervised staff 
who had worked in Discovery laboratories.
One of the most important sources of case study information is the interview. But lack of 
experience with the interview technique may create bias in the study, or influence the 
questions asked. Some of the key decision makers in the design and construction of 
Discovery were ex-supervisors of mine. Interviews with ex-supervisors or employers may 
not have the same outcome as an interview done by a more senior researcher from outside 
the organisation without the status of being a student and ex-employee. Being familiar with 
the interviewees also meant that I needed to appear na'i've about the topic and allow the 
interviewee to supply fresh commentary. Having worked in Discovery, and having personal 
experience of working in CSIRO, I may have inadvertently asked leading questions in the 
survey or during interviews. Because Discovery is a public building, interviewees in the 
study may feel obliged to portray a particular image or organisational view rather than a 
personal opinion.
Time has passed since staff first moved into Discovery: although participants were asked 
how long they had been in Discovery, it would have been better to actually record their 
responses to the questions shortly after they moved into the building and then again, say a 
year or two later.
There is only one building of its kind available for research purposes, and a limited number 
of people available to participate in the research. A small sample size can cause a lot of 
variety in responses and give misleading results. There are four laboratories in Discovery: 
two upstairs on level 3 and two downstairs on level 2 (see Figures 2 and 3 for the 
Discovery floor plan). While the laboratories on level 3 have a glass wall, the laboratories
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on level 2 are in the direct line-of-sight of visitors as they enter the building along the 
walkway and from the cafe. To compare the impact of being more or less visible to the 
public, a representative response from people in Discovery labs on level two and level three 
was required.
Summary
This chapter described how the lack of research literature on the topic defined the 
exploratory nature of the study and the use of a combination of qualitative and quantitative 
methods. Personal experience and quotes from documents formulated the thesis questions. 
Open interviews with managers and survey responses provided the primary evidence for 
the study. Questions were divided into sections that addressed aspects of working in 
Discovery. Out of the 60-70 researchers invited to participate in the research, 33 agreed to 
be surveyed and two managers were interviewed for their views.
The data was analysed with the aim of revealing the communication issues within program 
Y arising from their relocation into a common laboratory and their response to the building 
design on work, particularly the ‘lab-in-view’ concept. Finally, limitations of the research 
method used in this case study were described. It was emphasised that although the scope 
of the study and its conclusions are limited, it could serve as a base study for further 
research into similarly designed laboratories. The next chapter presents a summary of the 
responses of staff to survey questions together with the interview data.
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Chapter four: The research findings or results
Introduction
The previous chapter outlined the methods used to obtain data to answer the study 
questions:
• What processes and decisions led to the design o f Discovery design?
• Were the occupants o f Discovery consulted about the design?
• How do researchers feel about working in view o f the public?
• Has communication between groups changed due to relocation in Discovery?
The statements presented to survey participants were divided into a number of sub-sections 
relevant to each of the study questions.
The responses of staff of Discovery to the survey questions are examined in this chapter.
An overview of the attitudes to Discovery held by managers and staff, and the factors that 
influence those opinions, as identified from the survey data, is presented. Relevant sections 
of the interviews are also presented and analysed.
Organisational papers available to document the design and construction of Discovery
Copies of documents relating to the design and construction of the Discovery were 
obtained from Mr Tony Agostino. They included:
• the Consultant brief for a CSIRO Interaction Centre and Biomolecular Research 
Facilities at Black Mountain, January 1996
• the CSIRO Biomolecular Laboratories and Interaction Centre preliminary sketch 
plan report by Daryl Jackson Alastair Swayn Pty Ltd, May 1996
• the Hansard report o f the Parliamentary Standing Committee on Public Works 
meeting relating to the proposed CSIRO Research Interaction Centre and 
Biomolecular Research Facilities, Black Mountain ACT, 1996
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• a pamphlet produced by the CSIRO Plant Industry Communications Group, CSIRO 
Research Interaction Centre.
Ms Christine Cansfield-Smith, the manager of Discovery Exhibition, supplied the report 
Guiding Discovery: The choreography o f a visit to Black Mountain prepared for CSIRO 
Discovery by Environmetrics, June 2005.
Summary of responses to survey questions
Provided below is a summary of the responses to the statements in the survey, presented in 
graphical format, divided into sections that addressed aspects of working in Discovery. 
Within each section, the statement or question from the survey is provided, followed by a 
graph (where relevant) and selected comments from participants (identified in code).
Where a comment, but not a rank order response, was supplied a ‘na’ for ‘not available’ 
appears.
Demographics, physical location in Discovery laboratories and role in organisation 
It was important to collect some information about the nature of the people who worked in 
Discovery laboratories. Their role in the organisation could affect their work habits and 
their response to other questions.
Male /  Female
A total of 33 responses were obtained from approximately 70 people in the labs who were 
invited to participate in the survey. A very broad demographic range of people responded 
to the survey. There were 21 responses from males: nine managers, six postdoctoral 
researchers or early career researchers, four technicians, one student and one retired fellow. 
There were 12 female respondents: no managers, two postdoctoral researchers or early 
career researchers and ten technicians. There are a total of 29 females and 44 males in 
Discovery laboratories. The gender balance in the sample thus approximated to that of the 
whole group.
Some staff reported that they would not complete the survey because of the potential to be 
identified: they wished to remain anonymous. Others reported that they were happy to 
participate, because they knew the research was not for CSIRO, and as a personal favour to
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me. I had worked with 30 of the 33 people who responded to the survey. This highlights the 
advantages and disadvantages of being familiar with the survey participants.
Age range
Twenty six, or about 80 per cent, of the people were in the 31 to 50 year age range, one was 
between 21 and 30 years, six were between 51 and 60 years, and one was a retiree.
<20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70
Figure 5. Age ranges of survey participants 
What is your role ?
Twenty seven participants felt that the terms ‘technician’ or ‘bench scientist’ described 
their role, while six were ‘managers’ and three ‘postdoctoral scientists’. The categories of 
people’s roles could overlap. All of the managers were male. Many people who considered 
themselves bench scientists did very little bench work when I was there.
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technician bench manager student post doc retired 
scientist fellow
Figure 6. The roles o f survey participants.
What is the best description o f your personal workspace?
Only three respondents had office space entirely separate from the labs, 14 had office space 
located o ff a PC2 lab and 15 worked at the bench, with eight o f those using a write-up area 
at the end o f the bench, close to a window.
Figure 7. Personal workspace occupied by participants.
Please see the Figures 2 and 3 on page 16 for the overall layout o f the building. Figure 8 
below shows the layout o f the lab benches, write-up areas, and offices located within 
laboratories. The ‘write-up’ areas are immediately adjacent to the glass wall and were used 
by technical staff. The people who work at lab benches included technical staff, 
postdoctoral researchers, students and managers who continue to do laboratory
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experiments. Bench scientists and postdoctoral researchers usually had office space in the 
lab. The walls between offices and the lower half of the other two walls on either side of 
the office are solid. The upper part of two walls and the sliding doors are glass, providing 
little privacy or protection from laboratory noise.
Only three people had a separate office: all others who had an office were located in a lab, 
providing a contrast in responses from people located in different areas of the building. As 
expected, the three people who had separate offices, disagreed or strongly disagreed that 
seeing or being seen by the public was a distraction to their work.
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Figure 8. The layout o f the lab benches, write-up areas and offices. The public side o f Discovery is towards 
the top o f the figure, with the floor to ceiling glass feature wall indicated by the three solid lines. Completely 
solid walls, for example between offices, are indicated using bold black solid lines. The top sections o f  the 
other two walls o f the offices are also glass.
How long have you been in the building?
When I worked in Discovery, the composition of research groups was quite dynamic. 
Technical staff moved from group to group as dictated by funding availability, short-term 
postdoctoral researchers and students were transient staff members, and whole laboratories
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were relocated during laboratory refurbishments. Thirteen respondents had been in the 
building more than seven years; eight between 5 and 6 years; four between 3 and 4 years; 
three from 1 to 2 years; and five less than one year. The time that people had to become 
accustomed to the work environment in Discovery may have determined their response to 
other questions.
14 
12 
10 
8 
6 
4 
2 
0
<1 year 1 to 2 3 to 4 5 to 6 >7 years
Figure 9. Length of time people had been located in the Discovery building.
What parts o f the Discovery building do you use?
Of the 33 people who responded, 31 used the labs, 30 the tea room, and 30 the cafe.
Twenty four used the meeting room and 24 used the small seminar room. Only 12 used the 
Optus lecture theatre and four used the Industry Link room. The Discovery Exhibition, 
Green Machine, Industry Link room, downstairs meeting room, Optus theatre and cafe are 
all located on the public side of the building, whereas the labs, tea room, meeting room and 
small seminar room are all located on the ’research’ side of the building. From the results, 
the public side of Discovery almost functions as a separate building for researchers. The 
Optus lecture theatre is occasionally used for organisational seminars, but is more often 
used for events and conferences external to CS1RO interests, hence the low usage by 
Discovery staff. The one facility that is on the public side of the building that is frequently 
used by nearly all staff surveyed is the cafe. It is effectively the only contact point for 
visitors and researchers.
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Figure 10. Parts of the Discovery building used by researchers.
Consultation about the design of the building
The organisational documents reviewed in chapter two indicated that the Divisional 
Consultative Committee reported that the feedback from staff was overwhelmingly in 
support of the Discovery design and construction.
I was consulted about the design o f the building
From the survey, however, there was a wide range of views about whether staff members 
of Discovery laboratories were consulted about the design. Of all the questions asked, this 
provoked the most number of responses in the 'disagree’ category. Only seven people 
agreed with the statement ‘I was consulted about the design of the building’. Ten disagreed 
and 12 strongly disagreed with the statement. Of the 13 people who reported that they had 
worked in Discovery more than seven years, five reported that they were consulted about 
the design.
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strongly agree agree not sure disagree strongly
disagree
Figure 11. Consultation o f Discovery staff about the design o f the building.
Representatives from both management and technical staff appeared to be consulted. Ten 
comments were supplied: four from people who agreed or strongly agreed with the 
statement and five from people who disagreed or strongly disagreed. Examples o f 
comments include:
Plans were provided and comments asked for in the early stages [6.2]
I was shown plans for the building, but more in the way o f ‘ this is how it w ill be’ 
not to be asked for ideas [7.4]
Involved in committee for building design [14.2]
... 1 don’t recall any open discussion o f the design [ 15.5]
Staff suggestions were not sought at the level o f the people who would be working 
in the building [16.5]
Consultation was wide ranging [20.2]
Involved in the design o f labs [27.1]
It would be nice i f  they consult staff before any new design/improvements take 
place [29.5]
My suggestions were incorporated into the building
Only one person strongly agreed with the statement “ My suggestions were incorporated 
into the building”  -  the building manager. Two agreed, five were not sure, and three 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. Many people did not answer the
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question and stated that it was not applicable because they had not been consulted, 
explaining the low number o f responses.
strongly agree agree not sure disagree strongly
disagree
Figure 12. Suggestions o f Discovery staff incorporated into the building design.
Comments include:
Some were, some not [4.2]
Suggestions that 1 made were only partially included in the design [12.3] 
Suggestions were not sought [15.na]
Suggestions were largely ignored [20.5]
Not sought or offered [32.na]
From the comments supplied, not everyone in program Y was consulted about the building 
and laboratory design, and even those who were consulted commented that suggestions 
were not implemented.
Summary
The staff who work in Discovery cover broad demographic ranges, typical o f the staff 
profile when I worked in the building. Survey responses were obtained from researchers 
representative o f all levels within the organisation, including technical staff, postdoctoral 
researchers and managers and a representative number o f both male and female staff 
responded to the survey.
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Many people had worked in the Discovery labs for a number of years, but there were some 
who had only been three a relatively short time, providing contrasting impressions of 
working in Discovery.
Relatively few of the staff in Discovery were consulted about the design of the building and 
fewer still felt their suggestions were incorporated into the design.
Location in the Discovery building
It was important to establish where people were located in Discovery because that may 
have influenced their response to the questions about the impact of being in view of the 
public.
Where are you located in the Discovery labs?
There are four separate laboratories in Discovery, each with a different view and proximity 
to the public. Level 2 is at the public’s eye level. Visitors enter the building over a bridge 
and can see directly into level 2 west laboratory. Visitors must look up at an angle to see 
into level 3 west laboratory. Ten people who responded to the survey were located in the 
labs at the western end of the Discovery, with seven on level 2 and three on level 3.
After entering the building, visitors walk into the central foyer and atrium. Looking straight 
ahead, the visitor can access the cafe by going to the right, or the Discovery Exhibition and 
Green Machine by going down a set of stairs immediately adjacent to the level 2 east 
laboratory. Twenty two people who responded to the survey were located in the labs at the 
eastern end of Discovery, with ten on level 2 and 12 on level 3. During my time in 
Discovery, 1 occupied an office and lab bench on level 2 at the eastern end of Discovery. 
One survey participant works in the ‘reception’ area and another has an office near the tea 
room on level 3. Neither of these places can be seen by the public.
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Figure 13. Laboratory location of survey participants.
This location suits my needs
Twenty six people, or 75 per cent of those who responded, agreed or strongly agreed with 
the statement, ‘This location suits my needs’. Four disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
statement.
Five comments were supplied: three by people who agreed with the statement and two who 
disagreed. Comments related to the equipment, facilities or space.
Who or what can you see outside your position in the building?
This open question was asked to get the survey participants to think about what they could 
see before asking them how they felt about being in view of the public.
The view from level 2 at the eastern end of Discovery is of the cafe, Discovery Exhibition 
visitors, stairs descending to the Discovery Exhibition, the Discovery Exhibition reception 
desk and through the glass walls into the Green Machine demonstration laboratory. A 
similar view, but with a higher viewpoint, is available from level three, but it includes trees 
and garden.
The view from level 2 at the western end of the Discovery building includes the main 
walkway bridge into the Discovery building, the external wall of the Optus lecture theatre 
and across to the access road and car park. Occupants of level 3 have a similar view, but 
can see further up the hill of the Black Mountain site.
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Summary
Achieving a high response rate was essential if this study was to come to any valid 
conclusions about the impact of being seen by the public. A sufficient number of responses 
were obtained from level 2 and level 3 researchers to enable meaningful comparisons about 
the location within the building and their responses to working in the ’lab-in-view’ and 
being more or less visible to the public. Unfortunately, fewer people from level 2 and 3 
laboratories at the western end of the building responded to the survey, making it difficult 
to validate the results. Most people’s needs were met by their location in the building and 
many described the view from where they worked in favourable terms.
Impact of design on work
The design of the building could have an impact on people’s work in both positive and 
negative ways. A series of questions related to the impact of laboratory design on work 
were asked to establish how they felt about working in Discovery laboratories in general 
and then specifically about being in view of the public.
The design/layout o f the building has no impact on my work
no opinion disagree strongly
disagree
strongly agree agree
Figure 14. Impact of design/layout on work.
Respondents were divided on this statement. Approximately half of the people disagreed or 
strongly disagreed with this statement. The remaining people agreed, strongly agreed or 
had no opinion about the statement. Eleven comments were supplied, seven from people 
who disagreed or strongly disagreed. Three comments were supplied by people who did not
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supply an initial response to the statement. When asked to provide examples o f things that 
had an impact on work, the list included; space, light, cold, exercise, convenience, layout, 
PC2 regulations and lack o f privacy. Comments include:
...natural light, but not direct sunlight, conducive to positive attitude [3.4]
...sitting at the write-up areas uncomfortably cold in winter [7.5]
You get a lot o f exercise having to trek between labs [12.4]
Certain lack o f privacy [18.4]
Cafe is a distraction -  very conscious o f people watching or colleagues trying to 
attract your attention [21.4]
...office too small and noisy, lack o f privacy [31.na]
Advantages and disadvantages to working in Discovery
There are advantages to the building plan o f Discovery
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly
disagree
Figure 15. Advantages to the building plan of Discovery.
Most people agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. Nineteen comments were 
supplied by people who agreed with the statement and one was supplied by someone who 
disagreed. Seven supplied positive comments about lab layout, four to the proximity o f 
services including the cafe (and the diet coke vending machine), and three about the light in 
the labs. Two commented that being in view o f the public was a good thing because the 
public might see “ real life” scientists as “ human and normal” .
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Public viewing should indicate scientists are actually human and ‘normal’ [9.2] 
More interaction within the lab as there are no walls separating [17.na]
Aesthetic touch, atrium, lots o f light, large windows, cafe [18.2]
Space, facilities [23.2]
I guess it ’s sometimes interesting for the visitors to see ’ real life scientists’ at work 
[24.2]
A survey o f the public would need to be done to determine whether this is the case. 
Comments like these raise questions about scientists’ assumptions o f the publics’ attitude 
to scientists, which goes beyond the limits o f this study.
There are disadvantages to the building plan o f Discovery
25 
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strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly
disagree
Figure 16. Disadvantages to the building plan of Discovery.
Most people agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. Twenty one comments were 
supplied in response to this statement, all from people who agreed or strongly agreed with 
the statement. Nine commented on difficulties related to PC2 regulations. Other named 
disadvantages include: temperature control problems caused by glass, five; lack o f space, 
three; being in view o f the public, three; noise, three; and other, three. Comments include:
Office space too small. Not enough meeting space. I wouldn’t like to be opposite 
walkway on view for visitors [3.2]
Not possible to forget the PC2 dress code [5.2]
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Can be cold in winter next to large windows ie next to lab benches and write-up 
stations [M.na]
Offices should be in non-PC2 area and away from general noise: windows put 
workers completely on display to public [21.2]
The design o f the labs could be improved as a work place
Twenty respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the labs could be improved as a work 
place. Eleven answered 'no opinion’. Comments from fifteen people (14 of whom agreed 
or strongly agreed) related to excessive noise, lack of bench or office space and compliance 
with PC2 regulations (six). Only one commented on the glass wall of the laboratory and 
that was in relation to it being cold next to a south facing window.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly
disagree
Figure 17. The design of the labs could be improved.
The design o f the building could be improved as a work place.
Seventeen agreed or strongly agreed that the building could be improved as a workplace. 
Comments related to space and functionality within the laboratories or compliance with 
regulations. Three commented on the amount of glass in the building: one related to 
temperature and two related to lack of privacy. Nine answered ‘no opinion’. Six disagreed 
with the statement, but did not supply comments.
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strongly agree no opinion disagree strongly
disagree
agree
Figure 18. The design of the building could be improved.
Summary
Most people could name both advantages and disadvantages to the Discovery building 
plan. Features that were named as advantages by some people were considered 
disadvantages by others. Interestingly, being viewed by the public was named by 
participants without specifically being mentioned in the question, and was considered both 
an advantage and disadvantage by different people. Participants uniformly agreed that 
compliance with PC2 regulations was a disadvantage.
Being on view to the public
There are a number of ways in which being in view of the public might affect people. The 
next two questions focussed on researchers being distracted by being able to see and being 
seen by the public.
Being able to see what's happening outside the lab is a distraction to my work 
There was strong positive link between agreeing with this statement and being located in 
level 2 laboratories. Eight respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, seven 
of these being located in level 2 laboratories. Three people answered that they did not have 
an opinion, but twenty three either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement.
Some commented that they were too busy to be distracted or that they were located on level 
three, so it was not relevant to them.
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strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly
disagree
Figure 19. The view is a distraction to work.
Comments include:
The distraction is more that others on the outside are watching us [12.2]
Helpful sometimes [13.4]
People walking into the Discovery centre can be a distraction, though 
sometimes a pleasant one [14.2]
Tend to focus on my work: Sometimes it ’s OK, especially when high 
profile visits occur [ 18.4]
One comment, “ At first, but Tm OK now” [29.2], suggests that some people are initially 
distracted but get used to it with time.
Two commented on being away from the walkway or located on level three, so they were 
less affected than others, for example “ I work on the third floor, so nothing happens at my 
eye level to distract me”  [7.4]. Some people from level 3 commented that they were glad 
not to be located on level 2 and that their response to questions may have been different i f  
they were located on level 2.
Being viewed by the public is a distraction to my work
Seven people agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, all o f whom were located in 
level 2 laboratories. Five were females in the 31 to 40 or 41 to 50 age groups. They were all 
either technicians or postdoctoral researchers who, from the descriptions o f their work 
location and setup, were worked exclusively at the lab bench or at a write-up area, or spent
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their time in an office and at the bench. Some commented that they had learnt to work with 
blinkers on, or had become accustomed to being viewed. Eleven answered ‘no opinion’ , 
but fifteen either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. Some commented that 
they were too busy, or that being distracted was not relevant because they were in labs or 
offices on level 3. Others were conscious o f the public -  as suggested by saying that they 
had modified their personal habits -  but disagreed that it was a distraction to their work.
no opinion disagree strongly
disagree
strongly agree agree
Figure 20. Being viewed is a distraction to work.
Three people who disagreed with the statement commented that they were on level three or 
worked in an office with blinds, so it wasn’ t a problem: “ My lab is not positioned such that 
many people look in”  [14.3]. Three said that they had become used to it with time, except 
for large groups o f people, such as school groups. “ We need to learn to work with blinkers 
on”  [12.2] and “ have become immune to the exposure with time”  [18.2]. Another simply 
said “ Yep, I hate it”  [24.1].
Summary
There were both positive and negative responses to being in view o f the public and being 
viewed by the public. Most people were not distracted from their work, but those who were 
most likely to be distracted were female technical staff or postdoctoral researchers in level 
2 laboratories who worked at the lab bench and a write-up area, or spent their time in an 
office and at the bench.
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Effect of moving into Discovery on communication
The nature of the research undertaken in Discovery laboratories involves generation of new 
scientific information and problem solving. Informal communication between members of 
a program could have an affect on work performance and satisfaction. The following set of 
questions relate to the impact of proximity on opportunities for communication and the role 
of informal communication between researchers.
What program are you in?
As previously mentioned, the make-up of researchers in Discovery laboratories is dynamic. 
At the time the survey was done, twenty five respondents were in program Y and four were 
in another program.
Program Y Other
Figure 21. Number of staff in program Y and other programs.
Being located in the same building as other members o f program Y has helped 
communication within the program
Twenty four or nearly 75 per cent of people agreed or strongly agreed with the statement 
‘Being located in the same building as other members of program Y has helped 
communication within the program’. Four felt there was no change. Nobody disagreed with 
the statement, so presumably nobody felt communication with other members of the 
program had been harmed by the move into Discovery.
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Figure 22. Co-location and communication with other staff of program Y.
Eight people added a comment after responding to this statement; all were from those who 
agreed with the statement. There was a good correlation between agreeing with the 
statement and the comments. The talk in the tea room was viewed as a casual helpful way 
of finding answers to work related problems. Comments include:
Common tea room is great venue for discussions [12.2]
...easy to discuss problems and solutions with others using similar 
techniques [16.2]
Easy to seek advice from people [33.2]
Being located in the Discovery labs has affected communication with members o f other 
programs in the division
Nine respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement ‘Being located in Discovery 
has affected communication with members of other programs in the division’. Fifteen felt 
there had been no change, and five disagreed with the statement.
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Figure 23. Co-location and communication with other programs.
Some of the people located in Discovery were from program X, who were there 
temporarily while other laboratories were being renovated. This provided an opportunity to 
receive feedback about the impact of being relocated on communication. Eleven comments 
supplied about increased communication when in close proximity, either with other sub­
programs or with other programs, and less communication with people in other buildings 
due to physical isolation. Comments include:
With each building being self sufficient, there is little interaction between 
the people [17.2]
Because we are from program X here for renovations to 2/79 thus being in 
tea room we start to communicate [8.2]
Previously in same building as program X and now there is very little 
interaction with them due to separate locations [12.2]
Negative: Lost touch with program X [20.1]
The buildings do isolate the groups [32.2]
Putting the bioinformatics group inside program X and near Y and others 
leads to valuable exchange [1.2]
One person commented that email was the major form of communication and two 
mentioned that people came to see them on the way to the cafe. Unlike the previous 
question, this question was ambiguous because it merely asked if communication had been 
affected, not whether being located in Discovery was helpful or harmful to communication
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with members of other programs. The comments helped to determine in what way they felt 
communication had been affected.
Being located in the same building has changed the interaction between sub-programs 
Program Y is involved in gene technology for plant improvement. The program is further 
divided into different aspects of gene technology, for example genetic engineering for 
improved disease characteristics in plants. The researchers in each of the sub-programs 
generally tend to be located together in one of the four Discovery laboratories.
Fourteen people agreed with the statement ‘Being located in the same building has changed 
interactions between sub-programs’. However, 13 felt that it had not changed and three 
disagreed, indicating that a majority of participants felt that communication between sub­
programs had not changed due to co-location.
strongly agree agree no change disagree strongly
disagree
Figure 24. Co-location and interactions between sub-programs.
Eleven comments were provided by people who agree or felt there was no change due to 
being located in the same building, with approximately equal numbers of comments for 
each response. Comments include:
We are like a family now [5.2]
Tend to communicate and liase with people in closer proximity [14.2]
The wings [different ends of building] tend to keep to themselves 
consisting of different sub-programs [18.4]
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There was another comment about the benefits of being close to the cafe as a drawcard for 
casual visits by others in the organisation.
Proximity to cafe means that I will often run into people from all over the division - 
in fact from other divisions as well - so greatly increased opportunity for 
interactions [27.na]
Can you give an example o f the development o f an idea that took place because o f 
increased contact?
The answers to this question provided tangible evidence for the positive exchange of ideas 
between researchers. When asked ‘Can you give an example of the development of an idea 
that took place because of increased contact?’ nine said yes and eight supplied an example. 
Examples were provided by both technical staff and managers. Five of the six managers 
who participated in the survey provided examples of ideas that took place because of 
increased contact, suggesting that managers benefit more from exchange of ideas than other 
groups.
Summary
Proximity alone does not appear to increase interaction between members of different sub­
programs: nor does it erode existing communication networks. However, the responses of 
Discovery research staff seem to support the idea that proximity encourages informal 
communication between researchers at management level. This is supported by the large 
proportion of managers who could cite examples of the exchange of ideas that they felt 
resulted from increased contact with colleagues.
The role of the cafe in communication
Due to PC2 regulations, researchers must leave the labs to have drink or food breaks. The 
cafe is ideally located for the staff of Discovery to use it as an alternative to their tea room 
or meeting rooms.
How often do you use the cafe per week?
Most Discovery people use the cafe between 0 and 3 times per week, although about 30 per 
cent reported using the cafe 4 or more times per week.
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Figure 25. Frequency of cafe use by staff.
The cafe has increased the level or nature o f interaction with colleagues 
Twenty two respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that the cafe has 
increased the level of interaction with colleagues. Nine reported there had been no change 
and two disagreed with the statement.
Figure 26. The cafe has increased interaction with colleagues.
Twelve comments were supplied, most from people who agreed or strongly agreed. Five 
people commented that they used the cafe for informal meetings or as a second office.
I use the cafe as a non-PC2 office [20.2]
We have cafe meetings [24.2]
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Many non-threatening and productive meetings in cafe over coffee [4.1]
Given the relaxed setting for interactions meeting place to encourage 
interactions [18.2]
The spontaneous nature of meetings was also commented on: “I sometimes sit down 
spontaneously with colleagues because we meet to buy lunch” [31.2].
Three bought food at the cafe, but preferred the tea room environment for breaks. The 
person who disagreed with the statement commented that they had more spontaneous 
meetings in the tea room than in the cafe. Whether they preferred the cafe or tea-room 
environment, researchers cited the benefits of informal interactions with colleagues.
Interaction with Discovery Exhibition visitors
Even though the researchers are in full view of the public there are few opportunities for 
them to make contact with visitors to Discovery. An open question was asked to find out 
about the interaction of Discovery staff with visitors.
Describe your interaction with the Discovery Exhibition visitors 
Thirty two people supplied a description of their interaction with Discovery visitors. 
Seventy five per cent of Discovery laboratory workers said they have little or no interaction 
with Discovery visitors. Some comments related to visitor behaviour such as “courteous” 
or “polite”. Others commented on the purely visual nature of the interaction. For many, 
interaction was confined to being asked for directions. Comments include:
Exchange of looks, waving to school kids [4]
Generally only when passing through foyer or in cafe, often asked for 
direction to various places [12]
Nil, except for the occasional wave [13]
Nil except when they look at us when we are at the bench through the 
windows [18]
Just visual interaction [30]
As the visitors walk along the suspended walkway, I notice them looking 
at us in Discovery building as if we are some creatures in a zoo or circus.
It could become disturbing if they pointed and then laughed! If they are
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not rude to me and the visitors wave, I wave back. Usually school kids 
wave, adults do not [33]
One person reported feeling proud of what they were doing when they saw visitors: “See 
them coming and going, make me feel proud of what I am doing” [2].
Summary
The cafe is one of the few areas on the public side of Discovery that is frequently used by 
staff and members of the public. While most staff indicated that the cafe provided 
opportunities for informal and impromptu interactions and meetings with other staff, most 
had little or no interaction with Discovery visitors.
Overall satisfaction with working in Discovery
The survey ended with two general questions for participants to summarise how they felt 
about working in Discovery.
Overall, I am satisfied with Discovery as a work place
Figure 27. Satisfaction with Discovery as a work place.
Discovery compares favourably with other laboratories, even though most respondents said 
there are some difficulties with the building design, typified by:
Yes it’s the best I’ve worked in this far, except the fish-bowl effect [24.2]
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Compared with other labs I have worked in Discovery is a pretty good 
space [3.2]
It’s as good as any other lab I’ve worked in and does the job [16.2]
Is there any thing else you would like to comment on relevant to working in Discovery 
building?
There were seven other comments about working in Discovery. One person suggested that 
wireless network access would help the cafe to be used as the ‘other office’ by staff and 
research visitors to CSIRO. Other comments related to the general ‘feel’ of the building; 
“It’s a good place to work. I like the open layout, and the glass walls give a feeling of 
space”.
Interviews
Interview with Mr Tony Agostino
The questions asked of Mr Tony Agostino during interview related to information obtained 
from reading the archival material that related to the selection of Discovery building 
design, the construction of Discovery and some aspirations for the building as the public 
face of CSIRO. Mr Agostino’s personal influence in the design and construction of 
Discovery was highlighted during the interview.
TA. ...I was given the job of thinking about the laboratories...In the brief 
we took to the architect, I wanted lots of light; lots of natural light and lots 
of glass. Because 1 knew of laboratories that were a bit pokey and dark. So 
the central foyer area and skylight became the core of the interaction 
centre and tearoom hanging out there. And then the glass and the light 
centred on the atrium and beyond. The whole building is about light and 
glass and plants, with the garden area as well.
SA. But it didn’t have to look like that.
TA. No, it could have been just a box. That was the challenge: to have 
something that was an icon building for CSIRO. So, we went to a couple 
of architects and [Daryl] Jackson [Alastair Swayn] was selected by the 
committee. It had the concept of the atrium, captured the notion that
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scientist would interact with the public, but also architecturally the atrium 
mirrored the Phytotron, which is another significant building on the site.
There is a match there, which is appealing in an architectural and a visual 
sense. That’s why the committee went down that path.
During the interview, Mr Agostino also expressed a view widely held within Plant Industry 
at the time that opening up CSIRO laboratories to the public would ’demystify science’:
T.A. The big issue at the time in particular was genetically modified 
organisms and they had this perception that scientists were alienating 
themselves from the rest of the world -  society, politicians -  all those 
people didn’t understand the science, the whole thing was just to 
demystify science and to do it in an environment where members of the 
public could come by and get a glimpse of a scientific establishment.
The glass feature wall, the cafe and the Discovery Exhibition were named as the vehicles 
by which the demystification process would occur:
T.A. And that’s why he chose the ....windows near the cafe, so people 
could look in. And that was all about demystifying ....scientists, after all, 
we are human. But also for members of the public to go to the cafe area 
where they could have coffee, lunch, whatever and mingle with the 
scientists and a number of exhibits which showcase CSIRO’s research 
across Australia. That’s how the Discovery part of it came about.
The selection of researchers from program Y for the Discovery building was also 
mentioned by Mr Agostino:
T.A. ...they [program Y] were working with genetically modified 
organisms, so they needed to be in a facility that was [OGTR] compliant, 
so that’s why they came to Discovery. It was always intended for program 
Y. Program Y at that stage were distributed in a number of different 
locations primarily in the old biochemistry building, building 2, and part 
of building 79, which was under pressure from another program, program
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X. There was a bit of growth there, so they were pretty crowded for a 
while.
SA. So the people in program Y were involved in genetic engineering.
They were spread out over the site, and it was thought that bringing them 
together would be a good idea in terms of management or 
communication?
TA. In terms of communication essentially, with people working together 
on projects.
SA. So had people expressed difficulties in communicating because they 
were physically isolated from each other?
TA. No I think perhaps opportunities were limited: it’s the opportunity for 
what architects call ‘collision zones’, where people just run into each other 
and start talking about something. A building like that, a facility like that 
is about providing these collision zones where people interact in a sort of 
unpredictable way, if you like.
During the interview about the Discovery design philosophy, the topic of the role of the 
cafe in communication between staff was mentioned.
TA. ...Because of the cafe, for the first time ever, over 1200 people had a 
single meeting point. Previously there was a canteen, in the bowels of the 
administration building. It was the sort of place people walked in and 
bought their bag of chips and then walked away again. There was never 
any interaction. So Discovery cafe, because of its attractive sort of atrium 
and seating, the common lecture theatre provided a focal point for people 
from all over the Division. In fact people from the university could come 
up and have meetings. People were having research meetings out in the 
cafe and they still do that. People will continue their work over coffee so it 
became a crucial point in lifting the whole spirit of the whole place. I joke 
about it but the whole brief of the building in my mind at the time was to 
build a suspended cappuccino machine in mid air and put the facilities 
around it that brought people to the cappuccino machine.
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The concept of Discovery being a pubic place and its’ place in the broader community was 
discussed in the interview. An example of an outsider’s view of Discovery was presented:
T.A. It’s interesting...this person was talking to me yesterday and she said 
‘we could do this at the ANU, but there is not really a place in the ANU 
where members of the public feel comfortable’. But Discovery in her mind 
was a place which was a public space. People could walk in off the street 
into Discovery and not feel intimidated: they felt they had a purpose for 
being there. The exhibition centre, the cafe, it’s a public space: it’s 
legitimately in the public domain. So that was interesting that it actually 
achieved a broader community feel about it, that’s very important.
Mr Tony Agostino reported that the organisation is more than satisfied with the role that 
Discovery plays as the public face of CSIRO:
SA. Do you think the organisation is satisfied with the role it plays as the 
public face of CSIRO?
TA. I think so, 1 think the organisation uses it very much as a public 
showcase for CSIRO. We had Prince Philip -  the Duke -  come and visit.
Of places in CSIRO, why would you choose Discovery? It says something 
about CSIRO. We’ve had the Prime Minister launch his science policies 
there, so it’s an important symbolic statement.
In general, the comments supplied by Mr Agostino during interview echo the 
views expressed in archival documents reviewed in Chapter two.
Interview with TJ Higgins
Dr TJ Higgins, Assistant Chief of Plant Industry, was interviewed to corroborate the 
organisational view of the role of Discovery as the public face of CSIRO reported in 
archival material and also as program leader of program Y in 1998 when they relocated to 
Discovery. He was also asked about communication within and between groups of 
researchers in Discovery to complement the results obtained from the survey of Discovery
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staff about communication in program Y. These latter questions were based on survey 
questions.
We discussed why researchers from program Y were chosen to occupy Discovery and 
whether he had experienced difficulties communicating with members of the program 
when they were scattered in a number of buildings:
SA. Why was program Y chosen over other programs to move in to 
Discovery, any particular reason?
TJ. I don’t think there was any particular reason: it was probably more at 
that stage it was felt most appropriate that we should be together. Tony 
Pryor, and various people were spread around the division and it was seen 
as appropriate to have them in one place.
SA. Had you had any problems managing or communicating with people 
within the program, being in separate locations?
TJ. Well I think at that stage people thought it was a good idea to have 
people in the same place, but 1 don’t know that it is really a critical thing.
To answer the questions related to communication within program Y after moving into 
Discovery laboratories, Dr Higgins was asked if he found it made any difference from a 
managers’ point of view.
SA. Did you find any difference after moving in?
TJ. People really liked it they were much happier to be all together there, 
but I was involved in programs where people were in different buildings 
and that worked fine as well. I don’t think it’s as important as people 
sometimes think that they have to be there together. There are advantages 
though, for sure. But it’s not an insurmountable disadvantage.
The value of informal interactions over tea and coffee at the cafe is not lost on Dr 
Higgins.
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SA. There seems to be more opportunities for casual interaction...which 
can lead to overcoming technical difficulties or coming up with new ideas.
TJ. Yes I think that is the major advantage of people talking over tea and 
coffee. It’s easy to underestimate the value of those kinds of interactions.
SA. Was the Discovery building intended to be a meeting point for staff, 
say the cafe for example?
TJ. It was intended to upgrade from the canteen we had downstairs, which 
was a terrible place. We did intend overtly to increase the quality of the 
meeting environment. It is very noisy, it isn’t all that suitable for serious 
scientific discussions, but it is a good environment, I’ve seen people use it 
more and more, for semiformal discussions. Some groups meet there, 
others don’t, but it is a much more conducive environment for scientific 
discussions than the previous canteen.
Dr Higgins was very positive about the role that Discovery plays as the public face of 
CSIRO. He is a presenter for Industry Link, and provided comments on the participants’ 
favourable impressions of CSIRO and Discovery. He says that the concept of being able to 
see where the science is being done is appeals to Industry Link participants and the effort to 
communicate is appreciated.
SA. So it’s the public face of CSIRO?
TJ. I think it has turned out to be and that was the intention...The 
comments I get largely from Industry Link people is that they really enjoy 
the fact that they can see where the science is being done, even though 
they don’t go in there themselves...! think the concept really appeals to 
people: the fact that CSIRO has made an effort to communicate.
SA. So you think that’s appreciated?
TJ. Yes, I think so...People can really see people at work as well. That 
was the concept, to let people see how their research money was being 
spent, the tax payer dollars, and then to see some examples...I think it has 
worked well. The feedback about it from the Industry Link people has 
been extremely positive.
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SA. They are happy how their tax payer’s money is being spent.
TJ. They like to know that CSIRO is making an effort to get that 
information out to them, even though the access they have is really just 
through Industry Link and a little bit beyond that, they still see that it is 
accessible, a step in the right direction.
In summary 1 would say that the building has served a very good function 
for CSIRO. It gives people the perception that there is science going on, 
and scientists who are willing to talk about it; that they want to express an 
interest in them...
So, anecdotal evidence suggests that the symbolic gesture of opening up to the public may 
have generated a favourable response from Industry Link participants. Closer investigation 
would be required to provide objective evidence and determine how widespread this view 
may be.
Summary
This chapter has provided a summary of the responses to the survey statements. The 
response rate to the survey was satisfactory, with over half of the occupants of Discovery 
agreeing to participate in the survey and providing useful comments about the Discovery 
work environment, the impact on communication of relocation into Discovery and the role 
of the cafe in communication with colleagues. Many participants also supplied brief 
comments to supplement and corroborate results from primary survey results, adding 
another dimension to the research findings. The interviews provided additional data to 
corroborate the information supplied in the documents reviewed in Chapter two that were 
used to supply a history of the development of the Discovery building. They also provided 
comments on the organisations satisfaction with the role that Discovery plays in Plant 
Industry related communication activities. The research findings described in this chapter 
are presented in relation to the research questions in the final chapter.
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Chapter five: Conclusions, limitations and recommendations
Introduction
The research findings presented in the previous chapter aimed to answer the following 
questions:
•  Were the occupants o f Discovery consulted about the design?
• How do researchers feel about working in view o f the public?
• Has communication between groups changed due to relocation in Discovery?
• What processes and decisions led to the design o f Discovery design?
The chapter examined the responses of researchers to questions about the building design, 
the laboratory design and their impressions about being in view of the public. Participants 
of the survey provided examples of ideas that resulted from communication with work 
colleagues as a result of being in close proximity and also commented on how the cafe was 
used to foster communication with colleagues.
This last chapter synthesises the information obtained from survey responses and the 
interviews in the previous chapter. It also comments on the limitations of the findings from 
the study and provides recommendations for further research on the topic.
The survey
Who participated in the survey
Approximately half of the people located in Discovery laboratories -  33 in number -  
participated in the survey. Most fell into the combined groups of technician, bench 
scientist, student or post doctoral researcher. Only six were managers or retired members of 
staff. The majority of people who responded had worked in Discovery between three and 
seven years, which is probably more than enough time to ‘get used to it’ if they were ever 
going to. The broad demographic range of the participants and the small sample size
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available for study was probably the reason for the wide variety of responses obtained, but 
this was unavoidable.
Where the participants are located in the building
There was a good response from people in the eastern end of Discovery, on levels 2 and 3, 
so reasonable contrasts and comparisons can be drawn between these locations. A 
representative number from level 2 west also participated, so it is also possible to compare 
results from level 2 at the eastern and western ends of Discovery.
When I worked in Discovery, I was located in level 2 east laboratory, and had a good 
working relationship with people in level 3 east. This could explain the good participation 
rate obtained from these areas. The people on level 3 west moved in there after 1 left the 
building, so I was not familiar with many of the people in the group. This suggests that the 
poor response from that quarter might be due to their lack of familiarity with me. This 
suggests that other researchers who are less familiar with the occupants, may obtain a 
different result, affecting the reliability of the findings.
Research question: Were the occupants of Discovery consulted about the design?
Even though it was stated in the Official Hansard Report (1996) that consultation was far 
and wide, and that program Y staff were always intended to occupy Discovery, two thirds 
of the people who responded to the survey reported that they were not consulted about the 
design of the building. Some of the people who were not consulted felt strongly that they 
ought to have been consulted, particularly because they now work in Discovery. It is 
possible that consultation may have been too far and wide, and perhaps did not include 
many of the people destined to become occupants of the building. This is an anomaly, 
because from archival documents and interviews it was always the intention that program 
Y would occupy the building.
The other third of the people working in Discovery laboratories who said that they were 
consulted about the design of the building included both managers and technical staff. Even 
they, however, commented that only some of their ideas were included in the final building 
design. Only three said that they agreed or strongly agreed that their suggestions were 
included in the building design. Curiously, five said they were not sure if their ideas had
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been included. It may be that they have forgotten what their suggestions were, and have not 
given it any thought since they were made or had not followed up on the implementation of 
their suggestions. It is possible that because the previous building was in such a sad state of 
repair the researchers were so pleased to be moving into a new facility that the lack of 
privacy in the public laboratories seemed like a small price to pay.
Research question: How do researchers feel about working in view of the public?
Working in a ‘lab-in-view ’
This research asked the question whether:
• being viewed by the public; and
• viewing the public, distracted people from their work.
Some staff made a clear distinction between being viewed by the public and the distraction 
of easily being able to see outside. The question was limited to asking the participants 
about the level of distraction to their work. It did not ask them about other ways in which 
being viewed by the public might affect them.
On the topic of working in view of the public, most people felt that being distracted by 
what was going on outside was not a problem. Many people distinguished between being 
distracted by the comings and goings outside the lab, and feeling distracted by being in 
view.
Looking out: Being able to see the public
Three quarters of the staff who responded disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 
statement ‘Being able to see what’s happening outside is a distraction to my work’. Three 
said they had ‘no opinion’. About a quarter of the staff agreed or strongly agreed with the 
statement, with all except one being located in level 2 laboratories. Of these, none was a 
manager. They were located in both level two and level three laboratories, and were both 
male and female in equal numbers.
This result may be due to the relatively few managers who participated in the study, or it 
could suggest that more senior people are less easily distracted from their work.
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Alternatively, it may be due to the location of managers primarily in offices, not at the 
bench or at write-ups at the ends of benches next to the glass wall. Since some early career 
researchers agreed that it was a distraction and they too have office space, it is possible that 
it is due to the amount of time spent working at benches in the laboratory.
Examples of both positive and negative consequences of being able to see out were 
supplied by participants of the survey. Being distracted at times was not always unpleasant, 
especially if high profile visitors were in the building or when family and friends who 
would otherwise have difficulty gaining access to the laboratories could easily be viewed 
when visiting.
Looking in: Being seen by the public
The statement, ‘Being viewed by the public is a distraction to my work’ was designed to 
establish whether people’s work was affected by being observed while at work. About half 
of the participants strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement. About a third replied 
that they had no opinion on the matter. Generally, in this survey, few people selected the 
response ‘no opinion’ to the statements. About one quarter of the staff surveyed agreed or 
strongly agreed that being viewed by the public was a distraction to their work. Most, but 
not all, were female, and most were located in laboratories on level 2, in closer proximity to 
the public.
There was a strong positive link between not liking being in view and working in level 2 
laboratories. Some level 3 staff also commented that they had fewer distractions outside the 
lab to deal with than staff in level 2 laboratories: either they were not distracted or that they 
had fewer distractions than level 2 staff, suggesting they were aware of its potential to 
distract them from their work.
Interestingly, all five females (in the age groups 31-40 and 41-50) from level 2 east who 
participated in the survey, although divided in opinion over the distraction to their work of 
being able to see outside, agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that ‘being viewed 
by the public was a distraction to their work’. In comparison, only one of the five females 
from level 3 east who participated in the survey agreed with the statement. There was a 
clear distinction between the distraction to work and being located in level 2 and level 3
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east laboratories. This suggests that this finding is reliable and valid for female researchers 
in the level 2 east laboratory.
The level 2 east laboratory is located directly opposite the cafe. Although further away 
from the labs than the walkway used to enter the building at the western end, visitors tend 
to linger in the cafe and take in their surroundings, rather than simply walk past as they do 
on the walkway. Similarly the level 3 east laboratories are above the usual line of sight by 
visitors to the cafe. This could be the reason for the uniform strong negative response to 
being viewed by the public by female researchers in level 2 east laboratories.
Unfortunately no females from the western end of level 2 participated in the survey, so I 
was unable to compare responses from people in the same demographic. 1 know these 
people, and have talked to them on a number of occasions about the ‘fish-bowl’ effect. 
Their response to these questions would have strengthened the validity of the findings and 
perhaps lead to recommendations about suitable choices for the location of certain groups 
of people in the laboratories.
From analysis of the comments, some staff were conscious of the public presence -  as 
suggested by modifying their personal habits and by saying that they were ‘used to it’ -  but 
disagreed that it was a distraction to their work.
Overall, in terms of the number of people affected by different aspects of day to day 
activities in the labs, a greater number of people commented on the impact of PC2 
regulations and OGTR issues on work habits than the implications of a glass feature wall in 
Discovery placing them in view of the public.
Impact o f building design on work: Is there or isn 7 there?
When asked about the impact of the building design on their work, half of the staff said 
there was no impact, while the other half said there was.
Overall forty per cent of the people who responded to the survey mentioned the glass wall 
and being in view of the public in a negative way. They either did not like it for some 
reason -  such as privacy, cold or distraction to work -  or commented that they were 
pleased they were not in view, usually because they were located in level 3 laboratories.
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Some people responded negatively to the glass wall on two or three occasions. Others 
found the feeling of openness and indirect light afforded by the glass a positive feature to 
working in Discovery.
Although the glass wall feature and being on view to the public was commented on in 
response to many different questions, it seemed to be no more important than any other 
negative or positive aspect to working in Discovery. Most people commented on the glass 
wall directly or indirectly when prompted in different ways, by different statements. For 
example, it was mentioned in relation to: temperature; comfort; light levels; privacy; 
whether they were conscious of being looked at; being distracted by being looked at; being 
distracted by what was going on outside of the laboratory; or that they get used to it with 
time. Significantly, after seven years, there were some people who said that they still 
objected to being in view of the public, suggesting that they did not get used to it with time. 
Even so, more people commented on the impact on their work of PC2 regulations, 
available space or facilities than being viewed by the public.
Us and them
Although only separated by a glass wall, there was a clear distinction between the activities 
on one side of the Discovery building and the other. Almost all people surveyed used the 
labs, tea room, and small seminar room on the ‘scientists’ side of Discovery, but only a 
handful of people had anything to do with the public side of Discovery, with the exception 
being the cafe. From the comments supplied, the purely visual nature of the contact with 
visitors was evident to people who work in Discovery, suggesting that the description of 
Discovery researchers as part of a museum diorama is an apt one.
Research question: Has communication between groups changed due to relocation in 
Discovery?
The role o f proximity in enabling communication between research groups 
Most people agreed that being in the same building as other members of program Y has 
helped communication within the program, and that informal tea room or cafe chat time is 
the reason for this. People from program X who had been relocated to Discovery because 
of renovations also reported more contact with program Y and less with members of 
program X in other buildings. Proximity appears to be an important factor in fostering and
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maintaining work-related communication, regardless of the participation in other program- 
based weekly activities, such as informal lab presentations.
A number of people, mostly managers was able to supply specific examples of new ideas 
or projects that occurred as a result of closer contact with colleagues in program Y, so the 
‘collision zone theory’ of architects appears to apply to scientists. Interaction with 
colleagues is important in determining work related ideas and development. Close 
proximity appears to be beneficial for both managers and technical staff, with similar 
numbers of participants from each group supplying examples of new ideas or projects as a 
result of closer contact. However, a greater proportion of the managers in the survey were 
able to supply examples.
The role o f the cafe in communication
Most people surveyed agree that the cafe has played a role in increasing the level of 
communication and interaction with colleagues, with many people indicating that the cafe 
is a venue for informal meetings and discussions with colleagues. For some people, the 
cafe is ‘the other office’. Whether this is due to the people being attracted to the cafe or the 
PC2 regulations forcing them out of offices and laboratories cannot be determined from 
this study.
The Discovery cafe is a communication success because it manages to encourage the 
exchange of ideas between researchers. From this study it seems that if you give scientists 
‘collision zones’ and a cafe, communication will benefit and new ideas will be the result. 
The research staff of the John Curtin School of Medical also appear to be enjoying the 
food, and possibly the communication benefits, of their new cafe.
Discovery labs meet most peoples working needs
Most peoples’ needs are met by their location in Discovery laboratories, although there 
were many who felt there was room for improvement in the work environment. The 
responses from researchers in Discovery suggest that the labs are well equipped and well 
located. The labs compare favourably with other labs undertaking similar types of research.
Satisfaction with working in Discovery
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Even though there were many comments supplied about lack of consultation about the 
building design, problems with OGTR compliance and other design issues, all but two 
participants agreed or strongly agreed with the statement ‘Overall, I am satisfied with 
Discovery as a workplace’. This is about half of the people who work in the Discovery 
laboratories. If the response of the survey participants is typical of the other Discovery 
researchers, then a large majority of people are satisfied with the Discovery work 
environment. Perhaps the unique glass wall design feature is more of a theoretical interest 
to students of science communication than a lasting cause for concern for the majority of 
building occupants.
Research question: What processes and decisions led to the design of Discovery design?
The architectural symbolism o f organisational transparency
If Discovery was to succeed as a high profile building and act as a public face for the 
organisation, the choice of architecture and building design were important for what they 
said about the organisation. The prevailing view of management appeared to be that the 
architecture and building design were a metaphor representing the organisations desire to 
appear more open and inviting to the public and to ‘demystify’ the science. The glass 
feature wall, public cafe and exhibition were all named as the vehicles by which the 
demystification process would occur.
From the comments supplied by Mr Agostino and archival documents, the Discovery 
building design appears to have originated from the architectural ideas of influential 
managers at CSIRO as well as ideas gathered from visits to overseas sites. The glass wall 
design stems from a desire to mirror the type of building materials on the Black Mountain 
site, the organisations’ building codes and architectural ideal of achieving synergy between 
buildings on the site. The design is also a strong reaction against the dark, pokey and 
secretive environment of old-style labs, hiding away from the scrutiny of the public in 
research organisations and universities.
The selection o f occupants for Discovery
The selection of researchers from program Y to occupy Discovery was based in part on the 
need to unify the group, and because they were involved in the genetic engineering of 
plants, an area of science subject to much public debate. Improved communication between
85
Chapter five: Conclusions, limitations and recommendations
members of the groups that had previously been scattered across the site was also 
mentioned as a motivation for relocation, however the specifics of how this was to occur 
and whether it was assessed within Plant Industry is unknown. The communication theories 
did not appear to be grounded in prior research outcomes, but rather implemented in an ad 
hoc fashion, because it seemed like a ‘good idea’ at the time and because nobody appeared 
to object. Dr Higgins, the manager of the researchers reported that it ‘seemed appropriate’ 
and that being located together was a good idea, but not critical for effective management.
A major advantage was seen to be the increase in the opportunities for informal contact 
with work colleagues and the ideas that flowed from this.
Discovery as a public face for CSIRO
Both Mr Agostino and Dr Higgins reported that they and Plant Industry management were 
pleased with the role Discovery played as part of the public face of CSIRO. This is 
corroborated by the numerous public events that take place in Discovery, including visits to 
the site by ambassadors, the prime minister, parliamentarians and royalty.
The comments supplied by Industry Link participants via Dr Higgins suggest that even 
though there is very little communication of ideas afforded by the open laboratory design, 
the impression created in visitors’ minds is one of an open and transparent organisation, 
wishing to engage with the public. They appeared to appreciate the effort that CSIRO was 
making in opening up to the public and to see how their tax payers’ money was being 
spent. This aspect of Discovery as a communication tool could be the focus of further 
research. Achieving contact between the public and the researchers undertaking genetic 
engineering was, however, problematic, because of the firm regulatory conditions imposed 
upon this type of research.
Summary: The credits and debits of transparency
The building architecture is a convenient metaphor for the organisation wishing to appear 
open and transparent. Most staff who participated in the survey were not distracted from 
their work by being in view of the public or by viewing the public. Interestingly, the 
strongest reactions in favour of the glass feature wall were from people who generally do 
not work at the bench, who spend a lot of time in offices and who even occupy offices 
separate from the labs.
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The convenient metaphor and the implicit transparency is used at the discomfort of a small 
group of researchers who object to working in view of the public. This research questions 
the necessity of researchers working in public when there appears to be no great benefit and 
perhaps some drawbacks, including distraction to work. How well the organisation 
succeeded in ‘demystifying science’ by implementing the glass design is for another study 
to address, but it would seem that even if the researchers who object to working in view of 
the public were asked for their opinions before construction of the building, and did object 
to the glass feature wall design, it is not likely that the design would have been modified to 
accommodate objections.
Creating an impression of being apparently open and transparent does not translate into 
increased trust in the science. Program Y researchers were selected to occupy Discovery 
partly because they were involved in the genetic manipulation of plants. For all the 
apparent transparency, there are still moratoria in place across Australia restricting the 
growing of genetically modified crops. Despite moratoria on field trials of genetically 
modified crops, transgenic research continues at Plant Industry. Much of the research 
continues to find applications in the Unites States, Canada, China and other countries 
where genetically modified crops are widely grown.
Limitations of the study
I know many of the people who participated in this study because I worked in Discovery 
the level 2 east laboratory. My personal experience may have created bias in the study by 
influencing the choice and wording of questions included in the questionnaire, and the 
reporting of results.
From personal experience, I know that participation rates in surveys of Plant Industry 
researchers is not usually strong. I was therefore surprised and delighted to find that about 
half of the Discovery colleagues participated in the survey. Ironically, I was told that was 
the reason some other people decided not to participate. They felt uncomfortable about me 
being able to identify them from their location, age and gender.
One of the major limitations of this research is the limited number of researchers to ask 
about communication in Discovery and their impressions about working in view of the 
public. In deciding to study this topic I assumed that I would get a good response rate to a
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survey, simply because people knew me. So although the number of people working in 
Discovery laboratories is limited, by obtaining a good response rate, valid conclusions 
could be drawn from the data collected. Unfortunately, the strong response rate may also 
have biased the outcomes by increasing the response rate among those who knew me, or by 
reducing the level of detail provided by respondents who might assume that 1 already knew 
their opinions.
The nature of the written documents available for analysis in this study may also influence 
the findings. Here, archival records of the organisation are used such as reports, transcripts 
of government enquiries, minutes of meetings, architectural designs and plans. Some of 
these reports were created for a specific purpose and audience. For example, the design 
studies report by the architects may reflect their desire to obtain the contract to continue the 
project. Similarly, transcripts of government enquiries may also have other hidden agendas 
and may bias the outcome of the study.
My personal experience of working in Discovery may have created bias in the study. One 
of the interviewees was an ex-supervisor of mine so the progress of the interview may have 
been influenced by our former manager-employee relationship.
In this study, the group of people who felt that being able to see the public and being 
distracted because they were in view of the public were female researchers who spent most 
of their time at the bench. Biological sciences tend to attract and maintain more female 
researchers and technical staff than other areas of science. Even within CSIRO, if 
researchers from other divisions worked in Discovery laboratories, the results may not be 
the same as for this study. Researchers who are not involved in such controversial research 
as genetic modification of plants, with a history of negative press, may have different views 
about engaging with the public and being involved in efforts to communicate.
This study can serve as a scoping study to provide direction for further studies on 
researchers working in buildings of similar design. Further limitations to this study are 
addressed below in the recommendations for future studies.
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Recommendations for future studies
Based on the experience obtained from this study, some recommendations for future 
studies are presented here for consideration.
• This study suggested that one group of people from level 2 east experienced more 
of a distraction to their work because they were in view of the public. Future studies 
could focus on level 2 researchers, since they are the group most likely to be 
affected.
• Survey participants were invited to provide comments to qualify their primary 
response to statements. This freedom to supply comments added another dimension 
to the quantitative data and verified primary responses to survey, and further studies 
of similar groups of researchers would similarly benefit.
• This study provided a snapshot in time of the attitudes of Discovery personnel to 
working in Discovery. Another study over time may reveal more subtle influences 
than revealed here. For example, this study revealed the T m  used to it’ 
phenomenon, related to becoming accustomed to working in view of the public. But 
how long does it take to get used to it and what factors are important in determining 
whether you do eventually get used to it with time?
• Although the opportunity to ask everyone who now works in Discovery how they 
initially felt about working in public view has been missed, further studies could 
identify individuals who change projects and location within Discovery laboratories 
or move to Discovery from other buildings. These people could compare Discovery 
laboratories with labs in other buildings or differences between lab areas within 
Discovery labs. As technical staff move from project to project, they could be 
approached to participate in a study of their impressions over time.
• No single question was able to draw out responses relevant to the glass feature wall; 
it was mentioned in response to statements from many different angles including 
building design, laboratory design and level of distraction to work. This justifies 
posing a variety of statements and suggests that future research also needs to
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provide a number of alternative approaches to the issue to obtain comments for 
analysis.
• The provision of statements with which to agree or disagree was effectively used to 
limit the scope of the study. This has advantages and disadvantages. Since you can 
only get answers to the questions you ask, perhaps it was too restrictive to gauge 
participants responses. Alternatively asking more open questions may prompt the 
participants to provide their own commentary, adding to the richness of the data.
• A number of participants commented that their personal habits had changed because 
they were in view of others when working. Other studies could ask specifically how 
participants personal habits may have changed because they are in view of the 
public.
• Comments such as “Yep, I hate it” suggest that further studies could also ask how 
much of a distraction being in view of the public is and their level of discomfort.
Generally the combination of glass, light and plants does indeed provide a nice airy feel to 
the Discovery building. But from personal experience, working in constant view of the 
public can be a bit tiresome. A recent visit to the site shows that the glass walls to the north 
of the building have been protected by reflective film coating to limit the amount of light 
entering the building. The glass walls of the small seminar room near the laboratories and 
the area where Industry Link presentations occur are now partly frosted to provide some 
privacy. The office of the current program leader, which is located away from the 
laboratories, now has Venetian blinds installed along the glass walls, presumably for 
privacy and to avoid the distraction of people walking past. While the above modifications 
to the original design have been made, together with others to comply with OGTR 
regulations, there has been no attempt to alter the visibility of researchers working in the 
laboratories.
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Appendix 1: Survey questions
Please circle the most appropriate answer(s). It will take 15-30 minutes to answer all of the questions.
1. Male / Female
2. Age range
• <20 years
• 21-30
• 31-40
• 41-50
• 51-60
• 61-70
• >70
4. What is the best description of your personal workspace?
• separate office
• office within PC2 lab
• lab bench
• write up area
• other (please specify)
5. How long have you been in the building?
• <1 year
• 1-2 years
• 3-4 years
• 5-6 years
• >7 years
6. What parts of the Discovery building do you use?
• labs
• meeting room
• tea room
• small seminar room
• Optus theatre
• cafe
• Discovery Exhibition
• Green Machine
• Industry Link room
• downstairs meeting room
• other (please specify)
7. I was consulted about the design of the building.
Strongly agree/ agree/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
If you agree to Q. 7, please answer Question 8.
8. My suggestions were incorporated into the building.
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Strongly agree/ agree/ not sure/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
9. Where are you located in the Discovery labs?
• 2 west
• 2 east
• 3 west
• 3 east
• other (please specify)
10. This location suits my needs.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no opinion/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
11. Who or what can you see outside your position in the building?
12. The design/layout of the building has no impact on my work.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no opinion/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
13. There are advantages to the building plan of Discovery.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no opinion/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Give examples
14. There are disadvantages to the building plan of Discovery.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no opinion/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Give examples
15. What program are you in?
• Y -  go to question 16
• Other -  go to question 17
16. Being located in the same building as other members of program Y has helped communication 
within the program.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no change/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
17. Being located in the Discovery labs has affected communication with members of other programs in 
the division.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no change/ disagree/ strongly disagree
Please explain whether positive or negative, and in what way it has affected communication.
18. Being located in the same building has changed the interaction between sub-programs.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no change/ disagree/ strongly disagree
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Comment
19. Can you give an example of the development of an idea that took place because of increased 
contact?
• No
• Yes
• If yes, please specify
20. How often do you use the cafe per week?
•  < 1
•  1-3
•  4-7
•  7-10
•  >10
21. The cafe has increased the level or nature of interaction with colleagues.
Strongly agree/ agree/no change/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
22. The design of the labs could be improved as a work place.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no opinion/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
23. The design of the building could be improved as a work place.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no opinion/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
24. Being able to see what’s happening outside the lab is a distraction to my work.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no opinion/disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
25. Being viewed by the public is a distraction to my work.
Strongly agree/ agree/no opinion/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
26. Describe your interaction with the Discovery Exhibition visitors?
27. Have you ever visited the Discovery Exhibition area?
• No
• Yes
A. Why/Why not?
B. If yes, when and with whom?
28. Describe the level and nature of interaction with Discovery Exhibition staff.
29. I have encouraged colleagues, friends or relatives to visit Discovery.
Strongly agree/ agree/no opinion/ disagree/ strongly disagree
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Comment
30. Overall, I am satisfied with Discovery as a work place.
Strongly agree/ agree/ no opinion/ disagree/ strongly disagree 
Comment
32. Is there any thing else you would like to comment on relevant to working in Discovery building?
• No
• Yes
If yes, please specify.
Appendix 2: Ethics committee approval
TH E A U ST R A L IA N  NA TIO N A L U N IVER SITY
THE AUSTRALIAN NATIONAL UNIVERSITY
CANBERRA ACT 0200 AUSTRALIA 
TELEPI IONE:(02) 6125 7945 
FACSIMILE: (02)6125 4807 
EMAIL: Yolanda.Sbavc^anu.edu.au
3 1 January 2006
Dr Sharon Abrahams 
20 Southwell Street 
Weetangera ACT 2614
RLSl.ARCl 1 OFFICE 
Ms Yolanda Shave
Secretary. Human Research Ethics Committee
Dear Dr Abrahams,
Protocol 2005/320
The response of staff to the design of the CSIRO’s Discovery building
On behalf of the Human Research Ethics Committee I am pleased to advise that the above protocol has been 
approved as per the attached Outcome o f Consideration o f Protocol.
For your information:
1. Under the NHMRC/AVCC National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans we 
are required to follow up research that we have approved. Once a year (or sooner for short projects) we 
shall request a brief report on any ethical issues which may have arisen during your research and whether 
it proceeded according to the plan outlined in the above protocol.
2. Please notify the Committee of any changes to your protocol in the course of your research, and when 
you complete or cease working on this project.
3. The validity of this current approval is five years' maximum from the date shown on the attached 
Outcome o f Consideration o f Protocol form. For longer projects you are required to seek renewed 
approval from the Committee.
' a
' Ms Yolanda Shave
Secretary, Human Research Ethics Committee
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Appendix 3: Copy of email to Dr Jeff Ellis asking permission to do research at Plant 
Industry
Dear Jeff,
14 February 2006
It has taken some time, but 1 have finally been given permission by the ANU ethics committee to do 
the research to complete my masters thesis. I have attached the relevant documents to this message.
The application for approval includes a letter establishing first contact to gain permission from the 
organisation -  in this case someone in Plant Industry -  to do the research. I’m not sure what 
permissions are required to approach PI staff for the research. As the program Leader for many of 
the people I would like to survey, I was hoping that you would be able to either give me permission 
or find out who I need to approach.
The other documents are the formal request for interview/survey that are required to ask people to 
take part in the study. These include examples of the sorts of questions that might be asked, a copy 
of the form that needs to be signed to consent to participate in the research and contact details of the 
ethics committee.
Please let me know if you need any further information.
Regards,
Sharon
Dr Jeff Ellis 
Program Leader 
CSIRO Plant Industry 
Discovery Building 
Canberra, ACT, 2614
Dear Dr Ellis,
I am a student from the Centre for Public Awareness of Science at the Australian National 
University. I would like to do research to complete a master’s thesis based on the design of the 
CSIRO’s Discovery building. In particular I am interested in the response of laboratory staff to the 
design of the building.
The Discovery building is a model that is possible for other similar organisations and so it is 
important to get the perspective of researchers themselves on the design. I would very much value 
your contribution.
To do the research, I need written permission to have access to staff working in the Discovery 
building to participate in a survey and interviews. All research staff will be encouraged to complete 
the survey questions and a number of potential interviewees will be selected at random from 
Discovery staff. If staff agree to be interviewed, they will be allocated a number for reference in the 
study.
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Participation in the research is voluntary and subjects are free to withdraw at any time: no further 
interaction would follow such withdrawal. The survey takes approximately 20 minutes to complete 
and interviews will last approximately 30 minutes each and may be taped.
Information obtained from the interview will be published in a master’s thesis, and possibly a 
journal article. However the names and job titles of interviewees will not be used. All notes and 
tapes from interviews will be securely stored in locked filing cupboards, which only 1 have access 
to -  so far as the law allows -  and any notes recorded on computer will be protected by computer 
password.
If you have any concerns about the research, you may contact the Human Research Ethics 
Committee, which has approved this research, care of:
Sylvia Deutsch
Human Ethics Officer
Research Services Office
The Australian National University, ACT 0200
Tel: 02 6125 2900
Fax: 02 6125 4807
Email: Human.Ethics.Officer@anu.edu.au
If you have any further questions about the research, please feel free to contact me by telephone 
(0405 258 753) or email (sharon-abrahams@grapevine.net.au).
Yours sincerely,
Sharon Abrahams
Appendix 4: Copy of email from Dr TJ Higgins granting approval for research to 
take place
5 March 2006
Dear Sharon,
1 am responding to your request on behalf of Jeremy Burdon.
I approve your request and ask that confidentiality be maintained with respect to all interviewees 
and that this approval does not oblige anyone to take part in the survey.
I look forward to the results of your research.
Sincerely,
TJ Higgins
Deputy Chief,
CSIRO Plant Industry
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Appendix 5: Copy of email message sent to Discovery staff inviting them to 
participate in the survey
26 March 2006
Dear All,
Many of you know me from my days in the Discovery building. You may also know that 1 am 
trying to complete my masters in science communication.
Part of my masters is a research project that includes a survey of Discovery staff- 1 am asking you 
to please participate in this survey.
1 have attached to this message a copy of the survey and a consent form -  a requirement of the 
Human Research Ethics Committee of the ANU. Please keep a copy of this message and 
attachments for future reference. Below, you will find some other information about the research 
proposal that 1 am required to explain to participants.
The survey takes about 15 to 30 minutes to complete, depending on the answers provided. To 
participate, please print the form, complete the survey and consent form, and deposit it in the boxes 
provided in the tearoom of the Discovery building. 1 will also provide some printed copies of the 
survey in the tearoom.
Please remember that 1 am a student of the ANU and that CSIRO does not have access to the 
information provided. If you have any further questions about the research, please feel free to 
contact me by telephone (0405 258 753 or 6201 9415) or email (sharon- 
abrahams@grapevine.net.au). 1 hope that you are willing to participate in this study and look 
forward to receiving your completed surveys.
Many thanks for your time and effort.
Sincerely,
Sharon Abrahams
1 am a student from the Centre for Public Awareness of Science at the Australian National 
University. I am currently doing research for a master’s thesis on CSIRO’s Discovery building. In 
particular, 1 am interested in the ways researchers located in the Discovery laboratories use the 
building for communication purposes and any issues that have arisen because of its design.
The Discovery building design is a model that may be used by other similar organisations and so it 
is important to get the perspective of researchers themselves on the design. I would very much 
value your contribution.
I would ask you to please take some time to complete a survey about where you work, 
communication with other staff in Discovery and your response to the design of the Discovery 
building. Participation is voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time.
Information obtained from the interview will be published in a master’s thesis. However the names 
and other personal information will remain confidential. All responses will be securely stored in 
locked filing cupboards, which only 1 have access to -  so far as the law allows -  and any notes 
recorded on computer will be protected by computer password.
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If you have any concerns about the research, you may contact the Human Research Ethics 
Committee, which has approved this research care of:
Yolanda Shave 
Human Ethics Officer
Research Services Office
The Australian National University, ACT 0200
Tel: 02 6125 7945
Email: Human.Ethics.Officer@anu.edu.au
Appendix 6: Consent agreement
1,.........................................................(please print), agree to be surveyed/interviewed by Sharon
Abrahams about where I work, communication with other staff in Discovery and my response to the 
design of the Discovery building. 1 have read and understand the information:
1. The survey results will contribute to research about communication issues relevant to the 
CSIRO Discovery building.
2. Participation is voluntary and interviewees are free to withdraw at any time.
3. The research will contribute to a master’s thesis and potentially a journal article.
4. The names and job titles of interviewees will be suppressed in all published work.
5. All raw data from interviews will be securely stored in locked filing cupboards and on 
password protected computer, which only Sharon Abrahams has access to, so far as the law 
allows.
6. Further questions about the research may be directed to:
Name: Sharon Abrahams
Address: 20 Southwell Street
Weetangera, 2614 
Phone: 0405 258 753
Email: sharon-abrahams@grapevine.net.au
7. Concerns about the research may be directed to the Human Research Ethics Committee, care 
of:
Yolanda Shave
Human Ethics Officer
Research Services Office
The Australian National University, ACT 0200
Tel: 02 6125 7945
Email: Human.Ethics.Officer@anu.edu.au
Signed Date
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Appendix 7: Copy of email message sent to Discovery managers asking them to 
participate in an interview
19 April 2006
Dear Tony,
1 am a student from the Centre for Public Awareness of Science at the Australian National 
University. 1 am currently doing research for a master’s thesis on CSIRO’s Discovery building. 1 
am a student from the Centre for Public Awareness of Science at the Australian National 
University. I am currently doing research for a master’s thesis on CSIRO’s Discovery building. In 
particular, 1 am interested in:
•the decision making process that lead to the construction of the Discovery building
•why the Discovery building design was chosen over other possible designs
•the nature of communication thought to be achieved by adopting the design
•the attitudes and response of the laboratory staff of Plant Industry to the design and 
function of the Discovery building
•the affect of the building design on the communication and work habits of laboratory staff.
Part of the research involved documenting the design phase of Discovery construction, to 
understand the role Discovery plays in the communication strategy of the CSIRO. 1 would like to 
interview you to understand your role in the decision making process leading to the construction of 
Discovery building. Participation is voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time. The 
interview would take approximately 30 minutes and may be taped.
Information obtained from the interview may be published in a master’s thesis, and potentially a 
journal article. However the names and job titles of interviewees will be suppressed. All notes and 
tapes from interviews will be securely stored in locked filing cupboards, which only I have access 
to -  so far as the law allows -  and any notes recorded on computer will be protected by computer 
password.
I have attached to this letter a copy of the Consent Form which should be signed and returned to me 
if you agree to be interviewed, and a list of sample interview questions. Please keep a copy of this 
letter and attachments for future reference.
If you have any concerns about the research, you may contact the Human Research Ethics 
Committee, which has approved this research care of:
Yolanda Shave 
Human Ethics Officer 
Research Office
The Australian National University 
Chancelry Building 10B 
Canberra, ACT 0200
Telephone: (02) 6125 7945
Fax: (02)6125 4807
Email: Yolanda.Shave@anu.edu.au
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If you have any further questions about the interview, please feel free to contact me by telephone 
(0405 258 753) or email (sharon-abrahams@grapevine.net.au). I hope that you are willing to 
participate in this study and look forward to hearing from you to arrange a convenient time for an 
interview.
Yours sincerely,
Sharon Abrahams
Appendix 8: Transcript of interview with Tony Agostino
SA. I’d like to get an historical perspective of the Discovery building. We get a snapshot of how it’s working 
now, the views of people now, but that doesn’t tell us much about how it was intended to be used and what 
the original plan was, so that we can compare the plan with the way it actually turned out.
TA, That sounds pretty reasonable. So you want to know what my role is? I am the Divisions Scientific 
services manager that covers infrastructure such as buildings, and in that context I was involved in the design 
and the early days of Discovery, that was pretty much my role back then and supports the whole Discovery 
concept, facility, campaign so forth 1 used to be a scientist as well.
SA. Did you have anything to do with the exhibition design
TA. No that was handed over to Christine Cansfield-Smith who was appointed specifically for that purpose.
SA. That was seven years ago wasn’t it.
TA. Yes it was seven years ago
SA. So why was Canberra chosen for the site for the CSIRO Discovery building, it didn’t have to be 
Canberra?
TA. No it didn’t. The prime motivation behind the discovery building -  there were a couple of layers -  first of 
all, as you may recall, CSIRO Plant Industry had some laboratories that were built in the 1950’s as temporary 
buildings, the old building three, which had certainly had its day it had a number of problems in terms of 
compliance and just the general space, occupational health and
safety problems, pest problems. So the building had to go. So there was a significant requirement to replace 
that laboratory space with new modern laboratories. So that really was the Divisional driver for the space. 
Then , I guess it occurred to Jim [Peacock] that, the other thing that was happening also is that we had very 
substandard canteen facilities, we had a bank on site that we housed at the end of old building three the 
derelict building . So there were a number of site services that were scattered around the place as sub-optimal 
space. And then Jim Peacock went overseas, 1 think it was the US and went to some organisation, I think it 
was [Gulf of] Maine Research Institute, I'm not actually sure, and he came back with this idea of generating 
what was called then a "science interaction centre’. Jim, I guess, was pretty visionary what he thought that it 
might be an opportunity to get new labs, consolidate the staff facilities into one location, and also at the same 
time to realise an interaction centre for members of the public. The big issue at the time in articular was 
genetically modified organisms and they had this perception that scientists were alienating themselves from 
the rest of the world -  society, politicians -  all those people didn’t understand the science, the whole thing 
was just to demystify science and to do it in an environment where members of the public could come by and 
get a glimpse of a scientific establishment. And that’s why he chose the ....windows near the cafe so people 
could look in and that was all about demystifying ....scientists, after all, we are human, but also for members 
of the public to go to the cafe area where they could have coffee, lunch whatever and mingle with the 
scientists and a number of exhibits which showcase CSIRO's research across Australia. That’s how the 
Discovery part of it came about. Until that time it was known as the CSIRO’s Science Interaction Centre, or 
something like that.
SA. Jim’s motivation was based on genetically modified plants, wasn’t it; but it was expanded to include the 
whole of CSIRO.
TA. Oh yeah. I think Jim always had the vision that it wouldn’t be just about Plant Industry, it would be about 
CSIRO. GMO’s [genetically modified organisms] of course were just one of a ... like energy research, 
environment, salinity all those things.
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SA. A bit like flagships?
TA. Rather like flagships, yes. He realised it had to be for the whole of the organisation. So the challenge 
became to get the money for it, and it was quite reasonable that CS1RO would supply the money for the 
laboratories, and I did specify th a t... external funding. Jim spent a lot of time covering the country, going 
from banks and boardrooms and asking people if they would be interested to participate in a financial sense.
It took a while but, Optus signed up, the ACT government also gave some money, a million dollars from the 
ACT government. There were a lot a lot of smaller contributions as well form the Myer family and others, 
which made the thing a possibility.
In terms of the design of the building, it would be extremely unlikely that you would build something 
architecturally interesting ....just from a utilisation of money, that buildings public space was quite expensive 
so, unless Jim had got that external funding you would not have ended up with something that is such an 
architecturally interesting building.
SA. So, until that time, CSIRO had never had a public face?
TA. No, not really, no. They had the Green Machine, which operated out of a prefab, and they had 
CSIROSECs [CSIRO secondary education centres]. But that’s more about kids and education, not awareness 
of CSIRO.
SA. So the actual design of the building, was that related to the intended function?
TA. Yeah, absolutely. The design was threefold. It was to supply laboratory space, PC2 space and a state of 
the art facility for molecular biology work.
SA. But it didn’t have to look like that.
TA. No, it could have been just a box. That was the challenge: to have something that was an icon building 
for CSIRO. So, we went to a couple of architects and Jackson [architects name here] was selected by the 
committee. It had the concept of the atrium, captured the notion that scientist would interact with the public, 
but also architecturally the atrium mirrored the Phytotron, which is another significant building on the site. 
There is a match there, which is appealing in an architectural and a visual sense. That’s why the committee 
went down that path. It could have looked like anything: it could have been a series of boxes.
SA. More like what it was replacing?
TA. Hmmm
SA. Did the architects have experience building scientific laboratories and exhibition centres as well?
TA. Yes they built the exhibition centre in Melbourne, the Melbourne Exhibition [and Convention] Centre, I 
think that’s what it’s called, by the Yarra. They built the exhibition centre at the sports institute... Jackson is a 
famous Australian architect, quite prolific and respected: he’s designed a number of embassies overseas for 
the Australian government. He has designed a number of significant public buildings, education buildings and 
so forth, so yes he has a pretty good background.
SA. Did he put forward a number of choices for buildings?
TA. No, other architects also put forward sketches, but the sketches that Daryl [Jackson] put up were the most 
interesting in terms of trying to realise the vision for the centre and the idea of having space (?). Because the 
atrium, from a science organisation point of view, we glasshouse environment and a connection there, that 
made sense.
I was given the job of thinking about the laboratories. My initial reaction to that, in the brief we took to the 
architect, I wanted lots of light; lots of natural light and lots of glass. Because I knew of laboratories that were 
a bit pokey and dark. So the central foyer area and skylight became the core of the interaction centre and 
tearoom hanging out there. And then the glass and the light centred on the atrium and beyond. The whole 
building is about light and glass and plants, with the garden area as well.
SA. So at that stage, did anyone have any objections to the building?
TA, No not really, no. People thought it was alright: we didn’t have any particular problems in the lab space. 
We had a committee, a small group of people that defined what it was that we wanted. The trend was for open 
planned laboratories -  that one’s pretty much industry norm -  so open plan was in the brief.
SA. Was considered acceptable because it was the norm?
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TA. No, no, we wanted open plan, we wanted to get away from pokey laboratories. Part o f that was driven by 
the science, we were using expensive equipment. We could no longer afford to buy expensive equipment for 
each laboratory. We couldn’ t have every lab with its own centrifuge, incubators: we just couldn’ t afford do 
that any more, so we had to rationalize the purchasing o f equipment. The concept o f the central service areas 
-  with specialist rooms and laboratories -  that was pretty much my idea. I put that forward and Daryl Jackson 
adopted it and the committee said they saw that as a good model. And they didn’ t change it much from the 
original concept plan.
SA. It seems from the survey though that dividing the building into four sections could cause some problems 
with compliance with PC2 regulations. They weren’t in existence at the time though, were they.
TA. No they weren’t in fact we wrote to the then GMAC [Genetic Manipulation Advisory Committee] asking 
them whether they had any comments, any issues, and I don’ t think they ever responded. We were aware that 
there were requirements and that point the ...(lifting?). Requirements were not in place. OGTR [Office o f the 
Gene Technology Regulator] came into existence a few years after, and then we had an issue there. But that’ s 
now been resolved by putting in place some procedures. The OGTR is happy with that and we have a fully 
compliant building.
SA. You also had to accommodate a source o f radiation in the basement o f the building, that’s still there isn’ t 
it.
TA. Still there; that was one o f the things. The cobalt source was quite a unique facility in the Australian 
context. It was used for quite a lot o f our work for generating mutants it ’ s also used by other organisations 
like JCSMR [John Curtin School o f Medical Research], the Canberra Hospital irradiating blood samples, 
mice and whatever else. It’ s quite a valuable facility and to reproduce that facility would be quite a d ifficult 
task these days, so we decided to maintain it: the building was designed to fit over the facility.
SA. So you got a building. How was it decided who was going to go into that building?
TA. It was always designed for program Y; that was always the intent, so that’s what happened. There was 
never really an issue about who was going to accommodate it. In fact we had more space than we needed for 
program Y, so some people from program P, oilseeds -  they were also molecular biologists, whereas the rest 
o f program P are field scientists -  so it made sense that we accommodate the molecular aspect o f program P 
in the Discovery complex, which are PC2 laboratories.
SA. Did that have anything to do with the genetic engineering and GM O’s and the issues surrounding that? 
TA. Yeah they were working with genetically modified organisms so they needed to be in a facility that was 
compliant, so that’ s why they came to Discovery. It was always intended for program Y. Program Y at that 
stage were distributed in a number o f different locations primarily in the old biochemistry building, building 
2, and part o f building 79, which was under pressure from another program, program X. There was a bit o f 
growth there, so they were pretty crowded for a while.
SA. So the people in program Y were involved in genetic engineering and they were spread out the site, and it 
was thought that bringing them together would be a good idea in terms o f management or communication? 
TA. In terms o f communication essentially, with people working together on projects.
SA. So had people expressed difficulties in communicating because they were physically isolated from each 
other?
TA. No I think perhaps opportunities were limited: i t ’ s the opportunity for what architects call ‘ collision 
zones’ , where people just run into each other and start talking about something. A building like that, a facility 
like that is about providing these collision zones where people interact in a sort o f unpredictable way, i f  you 
like.
SA. It seems to me that that is what is happening. From the survey, it ’ s becoming clear that a lot o f people 
think that it improves communication, spontaneous communication. Not just other people within the same 
group but, across the whole division because the cafe is a focal point, a meeting point.
TA. Its not just the division, i t ’ s across the whole site. Because o f the cafe, for the first time ever, over 1200 
people had a single meeting point. Previously there was a canteen, in the bowels o f the administration 
building. It was the sort o f place people walked in and bought their bag o f chips and then walked away again. 
There was never any interaction. So Discovery cafe, because o f its attractive sort o f atrium and seating, the 
common lecture theatre provided a focal point for people from all over the Division. In fact people from the 
university could come up and have meetings. People were having research meeting out in the cafe and they 
still do that. People w ill continue their work over coffee so it became a crucial point in lifting the whole spirit
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of the whole place. 1 joke about it but the whole brief of the building in my mind at the time was to build a 
suspended cappuccino machine in mid air and put the facilities around it that brought people to the 
cappuccino machine.
Its interesting because the other day, yesterday I was talking to someone from the university and they’re 
involved in an ecological survey of Solomon’s Creek catchment which encapsulates the ANU, Turner, half of 
O’Connor. The National Heritage Trust has give us some money to undertake this survey and later on in 
October there is going to be a public launch , with survey findings, brochures, web site and so forth . This 
person was talking to me yesterday and she said ‘we could do this at the ANU, but there is not really a place 
in the ANU where members of the public feel comfortable’, but Discovery in her mind was a place which was 
a public space. People could walk in off the street into Discovery and not feel intimidated: they felt they a had 
a purpose for being there. The exhibition centre, the cafe, it’s a public space: it’s legitimately in the public 
domain. So that was interesting that it actually achieved a broader community feel about it, that’s very 
important.
SA. So apart from research, what is the building used for?
TA. The exhibition part of it attracts a lot of school kids and teachers and members of the public generally. 
The other major aspect is the lecture theatre which seats 160 people, that’s been very popular. It’s used for 
lots of company launches, people have dinners there, weddings, birthday parties. It’s become a public space, 
an area where people come for different purposes: companies launch products, conferences, legal 
conferences, art exhibitions.
SA. Where did the science-art idea come from?
TA. 1 think it was from the communicators, also the exhibition people working on the exhibits. There’s a very 
strong connection between exhibition design and art. Science is just an extension of visual and other arts 
using science as a platform. The art exhibitions that we have had in Discovery haven’t all been about science, 
we’ve had other stuff, but generally there has been a science theme. Drawings of plants or birds or exhibits 
with drought as a focal point, so there is usually some sort of connection.
SA. Would you say it was being used in the way it was intended to be used?
TA. Oh yes, I think it’s very successful. I think in terms of the public the exhibition part of it, I think that has 
established a market. The market is essentially school kids coming from all over Australia by the busloads. In 
terms of the general place for members of the public to go to it competes uncomfortably with places like 
Questacon and the [National] Museum. It doesn’t really compete with those places, the places that tourists 
would go to on the weekend. The numbers there are perhaps, 1 don’t know, this is not my area, but the 
numbers there probably haven't lived up to expectations. But certainly on the school ...place it has been an 
extraordinary success, there is no other place like it, I think that works pretty well. Also the use of the space 
for these other purposes I mentioned, launches and art exhibits, that has been extraordinarily successful.
SA. It’s meant to be a showcase for CSIRO research, has anyone ever done studies on the impressions of 
visitors to the centre. Has any one ever followed up that original idea, to monitor whether it is actually 
behaving the way it was intended?
TA. 1 think there was a survey or review done a few years ago, I haven’t seen that review but, it looked at 
visitor numbers, just how well the place has done and achieved its goals. It was an external company, from 
what I remember, vaguely. I never saw the reports but the findings were very positive. Basically it 
recommended an expansion of programs and all of those sorts of things. Of course that’s all contained by 
funding limitations whether that will happen or not.
SA. Was it just a review in terms of funding and numbers and those sorts of things or did you survey the 
people?
TA. Broadly it was surveying the people. Talk to Christine [Cansfield-Smith], 1 think she has that report. It 
may have done I’m not sure, but it certainly looked at the effectiveness of the place in terms of a centre. It 
focused on the exhibits, so somebody would have asked if the exhibits were working. It would be interesting 
to know who was asked.
SA. Are there any plans to replace some of the exhibits?
TA. Funding for the exhibits is always an issue. Each exhibit is about $100,000. It was always the intention 
that the exhibits would be replaced on a cyclic basis. In fact there was also the intention that some of the 
exhibits might even be taken out to travel across Australia.
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SA. So what happened to that idea?
TA. Probably funding issues. In the current type of financial situation it would be difficult for a division [of 
CS1RO) to find $100,000. There have been some upgrades of exhibits, some fine tuning, but that’s the extent 
of it.
SA. Since the building of Discovery have there been any other scientific research organisations that have 
constructed buildings based on that?
TA. 1 don't know
Questacon is about fundamental science: physics and chemistry. Discovery was about showcasing CSIRO 
research, very focused. Before Discovery was approved, because it was such an expensive project -  the total 
costs is about $21 million -  at that stage anything over $6 million you had to go to what’s called a 
Parliamentary Works Committee, where you basically have to present your case to parliament, you have to 
seek approval to proceed. They ask you the obvious questions like: ‘Why do you need to spend $20 million 
tax payers money or whatever it is to build this facility’; Why can’t you make do with what you’ve got or 
something less expensive’. Some pretty probing questions. They asked ‘How is this going to be different from 
Questacon?’ We had to answer those sorts of things, and the answer I gave was the rationale. How this would 
service the staff, whether it would provide the requirements of our staff, all of those sorts of things. It was a 
pretty tough process and the committee actually came to the site, saw the old facilities and the proposal for 
the new building. They spoke to staff, they sought submissions from the public, other research organisations 
and government departments: it was quite an intensive process.
SA. Were the other CSIRO divisions supportive of it being in Canberra? If you were interested in visitor 
numbers, Sydney or Melbourne might have been a more obvious choice.
TA. That’s very fine, but the concept came from Canberra: it was about replacing crucial laboratory facilities 
in Canberra. The origin is about lab facilities, staff facilities, and while you are doing this, it becomes very 
cost effective to generate this other space into Discovery, at practically no cost, or substantially reduced costs. 
[Black Mountain has the greatest number of staff in one place apart from maybe ClaytonJ. It could have 
happened anywhere but the simple fact of the matter is that the ideas w;ere here from Jim Peacock. Unless you 
have someone who is passionate enough to build it somewhere else, it’s not going to happen. You need 
passion. It wasn’t a trivial thing to get it up out of the ground. If you don’t have people with passion it doesn’t 
matter, these things won’t happen. Subsequently there may be criticism that it wasn’t in Sydney or 
Melbourne.
SA. Do you think the organisation is satisfied with the role it plays as the public face of CSIRO.
TA. I think so, I think the organisation uses it very mush as a public showcase for CSIRO.
We had Prince Philip -  the Duke -  come and visit. Of places in CSIRO, why would you chose Discovery? It 
says something about CSIRO. We’ve had the Prime Minister launch his science policies there, so it’s an 
important symbolic statement: we have board meetings, overseas visitors constantly, ambassadors coming 
through. The other reason for locating it in Canberra -  if you want to look at it that way -  is because there are 
a lot of embassies in Canberra, so it becomes an easy prospect to get ambassadors to come to Discovery; it’s 
an easy place for them to get to. CSIRO headquarters is here [in Canberra] too. We have a constant stream of 
ambassadors, politicians and all sorts of people come.
SA. Without another inspired person is it unlikely that another Discovery type building will be created?
TA. I think Jim set a standard, and I think there are people out there who have ideas in their minds about 
replacing aging infrastructure with something that makes a statement. It shows that CSIRO has amongst the 
best facilities for a research organisation, which is quite an important thing if you’re in the business and that’s 
something we are doing at Black Mountain now. Looking at older buildings such as the Phytotron, 
glasshouses and older laboratories and saying: ‘In 20 years time, what is this place going to look like?’, and 
proposing the replacement of some buildings: it makes sense and makes a statement about our capabilities, 
not just a statement but it delivers on capabilities.
SA. Do you think any mistakes were made that you might want to change?
TA. Mistakes. Perhaps.
SA. What would you do differently?
TA. I'd probably change the front door, put it on Clunies Ross Street. That was a master planning issue for 
the site which at that stage wasn’t really clear. In the future if was to build something like that again, I would
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have the rest o f the site in my mind, as well as where it fits architecturally with everything else. And that’ s 
what CSIRO is doing now.
SA. The entrance is a bit odd though isn’ t it. As you go in there are really large steps to go down: I ’ ve seen 
visitors do it, they think that that is the main entrance. Where is that supposed to head to?
TA. To the exhibition space, to go down into the building. It became an operational thing o f how to run it. It 
is a bit o f an oddity. I would have preferred it i f  the exhibition space fronted Clunies Ross, so members o f the 
public didn’ t have to go to the back o f the site. That area would make quite a nice outdoor area. Staff don’ t 
use it much, but when we have [unclear] so it meets up with the gardens. In the future that’ s what we might 
do. I think it ’ s lovely, I love the building, obviously. I ’ ve had lost o f comments from people say that really 
this is a beautiful building.
SA. It has won architectural awards hasn’t it?
TA. Yes i t ’ s a landmark building. It ’ s distinguishable. I probably would have had more outdoor areas where 
staff could sit, because the outdoor area that we have is quite small is very popular, at the end o f the cafe. I 
would have made that a bit larger, a bit more space and the feeling o f outside inside interface. What else 
would I have done? Hmm.
SA. It was originally designed to use geothermal energy to heat it, wasn’ t it? A number o f people have said, 
glass is all well and good, but it gets a bit cold.
TA. The geothermal didn’ t work we did dig some cores samples but it was technically not feasible because o f 
the geology o f the site. Technologically not feasible, although it was intended and preliminary work was done 
to establish the feasibility, but it wasn’t to be. The temperature control, given that the atrium is not air 
conditioned, is not too bad. We don’ t have extremes o f temperature, the west end is exposed, but not to the 
extent that it makes the place totally uninhabitable; i t ’ s still tolerable. With window tinting to control the light 
and reduce the temperature a little bit in the cafe, it works reasonably well.
In terms o f laboratory design there are a few things I would change, but they are things that you learn.
Peoples work habits change, it ’ s always difficult to predict how somebody is going to work. And even i f  they 
work in a particular pattern for a couple o f years they w ill change that pattern so it ’ s an evolving landscape. 
The laboratories are designed as modules. They can be reconfigured very easily, so i f  there was a real need to 
do so -  and we haven't had that yet -  we would be able to modify that. A ll the services are exposed, 
intentionally, but really, people have been able to adapt to the design. We occasionally get people whinging a 
little bit about not having things perfectly as it suits them, but we find that people come and go. One persons 
whinge is somebody else’ s delight, and you can’ t please everybody all o f the time.
In terms o f the staff working in the laboratories, most o f them are quite positive, they certainly like the aspect 
o f in terms o f looking out into that natural light particularly on the top floor, its quite magnificent sitting by 
the windows looking out to the space o f the atrium, outside and the trees and the autumn colours and all o f 
those sorts o f things. The outlook is quite pleasant over the walkway. The planting around the building has 
been nicely done and as they mature they are adding interesting layers o f complexity and texture to the 
building. Its not a too shabby place to work compared to lots o f places. There are lots o f very ordinary 
laboratory buildings built in the 50s and 60s which are just boxes. It depends on people’ s mindset: some 
people want to operate in a box. Other people are much more social and interactive and they like to be able to 
see others at work, and communicate like that. It adds a bit o f vibrancy to it and the place feels alive.
SA. There is a whole area o f research based on where you work and how productive and creative you are.
TA. The whole about science now is teamwork and i f  you put people into boxes or compartments it 
encourages teamwork, whereas i f  you put them in open spaces you have collision centres. Communal areas 
by their very nature encourage interaction, and in that respect it works really well. It ’ s very successful.
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Appendix 9: Transcript of interview with Dr TJ Higgins
SA. Were you involved in the construction of the Discovery building?
TJ. 1 was involved in the construction of the Discovery building, not the exhibitions; they were taken care of 
by the Discovery people.
SA. 1 particularly wanted to focus on your role as program leader at the time people moved in to Discovery. 
Why was program Y chosen over other programs to move in to Discovery, any particular reason?
TJ. 1 don't think there was any particular reason: it was probably more at that stage it was felt most 
appropriate that we should be together. Tony Pryor, and various people were spread around the division and it 
was seen as appropriate to have them in one place.
SA. Had you had any problems managing or communicating with people within the program, being in 
separate locations?
TJ. Well I think at that stage people thought there was a phase that people thought it was a good idea to have 
people in the same place, but I don't know that it is really a critical thing
SA. Did you find any difference after moving in?
TJ. People really liked it they were much happier to be all together there, but 1 was involved in programs 
where people were in different buildings and that worked fine as well. I don’t think it's as important as people 
sometimes think that they have to be there together. There are advantages though, for sure. But it’s not an 
insurmountable disadvantage
SA. There seems to be more opportunities for casual interaction...which can lead to overcoming technical 
difficulties or coming up with new ideas.
TJ. Yes 1 think that is the major advantage of people talking over tea and coffee. It’s easy to underestimate the 
value of those kinds of interactions.
SA. Was the Discovery building intended to be a meeting point for staff, say the cafe for example?
TJ. It was intended to upgrade from the canteen we had downstairs, which was a terrible place. We did intend 
overtly to increase the quality of the meeting environment. It is very noisy, it isn’t all that suitable for serious 
scientific discussions, but it is a good environment, I’ve seen people use it more and more, for semiformal 
discussions. Some groups meet there, others don’t, but it is a much more conducive environment for scientific 
discussions than the previous canteen.
SA. What else, apart from the lab and the exhibition is the Discovery building used for?
TJ. The lecture theatre is used by a lot of people besides CSIRO; it’s a quality lecture theatre. It’s bigger than 
the Plant Industry lecture theatre. We tend to use it for high profile seminars within Plant Industry. We 
wanted to have more space; that was a decision that was made. We would like to have a bigger space for 
certain sorts of seminars, we were overcrowded in our other lecture theatre. The other parts of Discovery 
building are used: it has a Board Room. It isn’t used as much as we had initially thought it would be but it is 
used. Next week I have a group of people coming from the University of California, and it will be used to 
meet the chancellor of the university, so it’s used by CSIRO. Sometimes also by other visitors to the division. 
For example CRDC. They might be visiting for a scientific discussion -  talking about science -  but then use it 
for their board meeting. It is used in that way. It’s the only environment in CSIRO where people can do two 
types of business: their own private business and also use the opportunity to visit CSIRO.
SA. So it’s the public face of CSIRO?
TJ. I think it has turned out to be and that was the intention.......(whirring noise)....
The comments I get largely from Industry Link people, is that they really enjoy the fact that they can see 
where the science is being done, even though they don’t go in there themselves. I tell them what is going on 
in there.
SA. They get one-on-one information about what’s going on?
TJ. Yes, and they do some experiments themselves, and they do go in: we show them the tissue culture area 
in particular and then the glasshouses as part of the course. So they do the experiment themselves, the DNA 
isolation and so on, but they also go in and see where the real things are done. We do make it clear in the 
course that what they are doing is only a representation of what goes on, not the real thing.
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SA. Was there a communication strategy within CSIRO, or Plant Industry specifically, at the time Discovery 
was being planned?
TJ. Well we’ve always have the communication unit of people, and they were communicating the science in 
one way, which was largely through press releases and publications, papers for industry journals like 
Groundcover or the Cottongrower. There was that kind of communication, but there was very little 
opportunity for people to meet and see what CSIRO was doing. So the Discovery parts has served as 
well...(whirring noise)...biological science in particular because the other agencies around town like 
Questacon covered chemistry and physics very well, but biology wasn’t all that well covered. It turns out that 
Discovery is broader, it does have energy and ecology and other things in there, but there a heavy emphasis 
on the biological areas of science.
SA. So is the organisation and Plant Industry happy with the public face created by Discovery?
TJ. Yes, I think the feedback that we get from people who come in, which is probably the best measure of it, 
is there is a very strong positive reaction to it.
SA. As a building or a concept of trying to understand what’s going on in the organisation?
TJ. I think the concept really appeals to people: the fact that CSIRO has made an effort to communicate.
SA. So you think that’s appreciated?
TJ. Yes, I think so. If you go to the Maritime museum or the museum in Sydney, you do get a feeling of 
what’s going on, the exhibits are there. If you look carefully you will also find that there are research places 
where people in there as well where people are doing their research as well .But here its much more obvious. 
People can really see people at work as well. That was the concept, to let people see how their research 
money was being spent, the tax payer dollars, and then to see some examples of ...(whirring noise)...I think it 
has worked well. The feedback about it from the Industry Link people has been extremely positive??
SA. They are happy how their tax payer’s money is being spent.
TJ. They like to know that CSIRO is making an effort to get that information out to them, even though the 
access they have is really just through Industry Link and a little bit beyond that, they still see that it is 
accessible, a step in the right direction.
SA. I guess that if the perception is that you are open and available to you rather than necessarily having to 
have access to it, that is the appeal.
TJ. Of course they can't have direct access to it because of regulatory issues, occupational health and safety, 
OGTR. It’s very difficult to get people into those areas.
SA. Do you know of any other research organisations that have similar buildings?
TJ. You do see them as you go around the world, people do have exhibition areas largely, rather than being a 
research organisation. Their primary role is as a display area.
SA. The new John Curtin building is doing much the same thing. In fact, they have opened their cafe before 
anything else.
TJ. People from John Innes (UK) and Max Plank Institute (Germany) have looked at this area and SA. id that 
it’s something that they should be doing.
SA. It appeals to researchers as well?
TJ. Yes, these are research people.
SA. The people in the building have very little contact with any of the visitors at all.
TJ. If you talk to Surinder, Bo and others they are trotted out all the time. This is the fine line that you have to 
draw between how much time do you spend, or ask to be involved with the public in discussion.
SA. Were people within the organisation ever approached to participate in this sort of communication?
TJ. There weren’t enough visitors to justify it. There are people who still do it, who are there on the list of 
volunteers. People were approached to contribute time, and a lot of people volunteered their time to be there 
on weekends and so on. But it has happened very rarely: there is enough Discovery staff to cope with the 
number of visitors.
People are approached all the time to talk to visitors, on planned visits. That isn’t restricted to the Discovery 
building, there are people in the herbarium who do a lot of outreach stuff, the DOE lab or Crop Adaptation,
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people who do Grassgro, they are always being called upon to make presentations to people who are 
interested members of the public.
SA. So Discovery plays one of a number of different roles that are needed to communicate science to the 
public.
TJ. We take almost everybody through Discovery, but not every one meets all the other groups. Just about 
everyone goes through Discovery. I may be talking to them about some aspect of science, but they also go 
through that (Discovery). The University of California people will be here, next week.
TJ. In summary I would say that the building has served a very good function for CSIRO. It gives people the 
perception that there is science going on, and scientists who are willing to talk about it, that they want to 
express an interest in them...(Whirring noise)...
TJ. 1 had someone in the other day who was writing a book, an ecological thriller. She was delighted first of 
all to be able to go in to Discovery, and also to then make contact with people like Richard Richards, people
who are breeding for climate change, in twenty five years time...... She is using that to say, that is the place I
got my information from... She responded to an advertisement in the Canberra Times talking about GM, and 
she came down for that. She came for a gene technology course later as well... She has access to all these 
people, that's more scientifically credible, rather than doing a Michael Creighton, where everything is 
essentially made up. What she is proposing to put in here is at least technically correct.
Appendix 10: Comments in response to survey statements
Consultation about the design of the building
7. I was consulted about the design o f the building.
Comments
6. 2 Plans were provided and comments asked for in the early stages
7.4 1 was shown plans for the building but more in the way o f ‘this is how it will be’ not to be asked 
for ideas
14.2 Involved in committee for building design
15.5 While everyone can’t have significant input into the design, 1 don’t recall any open discussion 
of the design
16.5 Staff suggestions were not sought at the level of the people who would be working in the 
building
20.2 Consultation was wide ranging 
24 Not here at the time
27.1 Involved in the design of labs
29.5 It would be nice if they consult staff before any new design/improvements take place
32.4 Didn’t become, or seek to become, involved at the planning or construction phase
8. My suggestions were incorporated into the building.
Comments
4.2 Some were, some not
6.3
8.4 Even though I wasn’t asked to give suggestions, some of us wanted a shoot or easy access to get 
autoclaved rubbish out of the building and to the garbage hoppers but this was ignored
12.3 Suggestions that 1 made were only partially included in the design
14.2
15.na Suggestions were not sought
no
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20.5 Suggestions were largely ignored by corporate property and contractors
32. na Not sought or offered
Location in the Discovery building
10. This location suits my needs.
Comments
5.2 There must be better places, but I am merely a frog at the bottom of a well
12.2 All the equipment and facilities 1 require are in this lab
20.2 I think the lab space is good but offices inside PC2 are a pain
26.4 1 need a normal bench. Currently is actually for hood working, it is only half size of normal 
bench
28.4 The labs are great, but the offices are another e -  can’t do any meaningful writing due to poor 
concentration
11. Who or what can you see outside your position in the building?
Comment
5. Every object moving in and out of the building
Impact of design on work
12. The design/layout o f the building has no impact on my work.
Comments
3.4 The lab space is open with natural light but not direct sunlight therefore conducive to positive 
attitude. The offices are way too small (even school kids visiting comment on how small they are)
7.5 The design/layout is very inflexible, location of equipment means lots of walking around.
Where the labs extend out from the cafe the expanse of glass makes sitting at the write-up areas 
uncomfortably cold in winter. The skylight/window over the stairs often reflects light back off the 
strips on the stairs, blinding you as you walk up or down
12.4 You get a lot of exercise having to trek between labs or visiting the large open plan lab to get 
some equipment or facilities in the building
13 Convenience of facilities certainly impacts
16.2 The layout has little impact on my work except when accessing materials etc from outside 
when the stairs become an issue e.g. transport of rubbish, liquid N2 into building, taking materials 
from the lab to glasshouses
18.4 Certain lack of privacy
20.4 The implication of no office area outside PC2 area
21.4 Cafe is a distraction- very conscious of people watching or colleagues trying to attract your 
attention
31 .na Luckily 1 have my office in Crop otherwise 1 would find office too small and noisy, lack of 
privacy
32.5 The layout suits my purposes just fine
33. na Has impact with introduction of policies regulating movement of transgenic material between 
labs -  on the same floor and on different levels. This is because central area is non PC2.
Advantages and disadvantages to working in Discovery
13. There are advantages to the building plan o f Discovery.
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Comments
3.2 Lab layout okay. Central lab area/individual bench space works okay (when not crowded)
5.2 Close to the vending machine with diet coke
6.2 Task areas are well defined e.g. lab benches, media prep area, hot room, freezer area
9.2 Public viewing should indicate scientists are actually human and ‘normal’
12.2 Design of laminar flow hood area such that it is separate from other lab benches and no 
through traffic
13.2 Offices near work areas, easy access to supervisors, post-docs
14.2 Large labs with good light and designated areas for large equipment
15.1 Central tea room and central entrance hall
16.2 It’s a light and airy environment in which to work
17.na More interaction within the lab as there are no walls separating
18.2 Aesthetic touch, atrium, lots of light, large windows, cafe
20.2 Central services area and lab space separation and instrument rooms are good
22.2 Good amount of space provided for doing bench work
23.2 Space, facilities
24.2 1 guess it’s sometimes interesting for the visitors to see ’real life scientists’ at work
26.2 Cafe is close to working area and is very convenient
28.2 Provides constant touch with ongoing laboratory work
31.2 The central equipment area works well
32.5 Problem with meeting the requirement of the PC2 regulation
14. There are disadvantages to the building plan o f Discovery.
Comments
1.2 There is no reason for my office to be in PC2, and it’s a nuisance
3.2 Office space too small. Not enough meeting space (small). I wouldn’t like to be opposite 
walkway on view for visitors.
5.2 Not possible to forget the PC2 dress code
7.2 Problems with being PC2 compatible, location of tearoom, cold drafts from glass difficulty 
accessing building with trolleys etc and taking out rubbish
9.2 Small offices, offices within PC2 is restrictive - no drinks or food in office necessitates breaks 
elsewhere
10.1 PC2 and tearoom
11.2 Tea room is noisy, there autoclave room and ice is narrow
12.2 Poor heating control due to single glazing of large windows. There are few walls to store 
equipment and items against. Little storage space in labs
13.2 Bays isolated from each other, freezer areas away from work area, write-up area away from 
benches
14.na Can be cold in winter next to large windows ie next to lab benches and write-up stations
16.2 The lab is too big- we walk many kilometres per day, more than should be necessary (all good 
exercise 1 guess)
17.2 access to lift is not good no access to outside e.g. an open terrace off the tea room no 
connection to building 2/79
18.2 Position of tea room for regulatory purposes, exposure to the public all the time
20.1 Labs with offices in PC2 area poor air con layout equals uneven temperatures
21.2 Offices should be in non-PC2 area and away from general noise: windows put workers 
completely on display to public
24 2 But not for the scientists always
28.2 The office arrangement with the labs simply does not suit me when 1 require full concentration 
writing up papers
29.2 Heat loss thorough the glass panes might alleviate [?elevate] energy consumption
1 1 2
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31.2 See above re offices, open plan labs too big, could do with partitions, major equipment shared 
between east and west resulting in traffic across corridor with gels etc
32.2 OGTR rules were not in place when building was designed and so now all four wings are 
separated off from each other to confirm with the new rules and this tends to isolate the groups
33.2 Compliance regulations limiting transport of material between labs
Effect of being moving into Discovery on communication
16. Being located in the same building as other members o f program Y has helped communication 
within the program.
Comments
3.2 There is room for improvement in communication but probably not due to building design
6.2 Easy to access others from related science projects
12.2 Common tea room is great venue for discussions
16.2 Easy exchange of equipment and consumables also easy to discuss problems and solutions 
with others using similar techniques
18.2 Basically due to seminar series (lab chats) and tea room talk
20.2 Tea room chat is good
16.2 If there is a positive aspect to a large open plan, increased interaction between colleagues may 
be result
33.2 Easy to seek advice from people working with flax -  transformation systems, nucleic acid 
extractions, seed for experiments
17. Being located in the Discovery labs has affected communication with members o f  other 
programs in the division.
Comments
1.2 Putting the bioinformatics group inside program X and near Y and others leads to valuable 
exchange
3.2 Being in the same building as the cafe makes others more likely to come a visit and stop for 
coffee
5.3 1 don’t talk to them anyway
6.4 Communication has remained the same
8.2 Because we are from program X here for renovations to 2/79 thus being in tea room we start to 
communicate
12.2 Previously in same building as program X and now there is very little interaction with them 
due to separate locations
13.4 Most communication seems to be done by email so it doesn’t really matter
14.2 Physical separation always affects communication to some degree. Not a major issue
15.1 We meet people coming and going from the cafe so the Discovery building is fairly central
17.2 With each building being self sufficient, there is little interaction between the people
20.1 Negative: Lost touch with program X
27.3 I am involved in meetings across the Division -  communication opportunities are good
32.2 The buildings do isolate the groups
18. Being located in the same building has changed the interaction between sub-programs. 
Comments
5.2 We are like a family now
6.3 If you do not talk to someone in another sub-program you find them whether they are in the 
same building or not
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7.3 I had little interaction with other sub-programs before we moved to Discovery -  it’s still the 
same
8 N/A we are all one sub-program from program X
12.3 Sub-programs have generally been together in the past too.
14.2 Tend to communicate and base with people in closer proximity
16.3 Still hear about other projects at the weekly program Y seminars
27. y Proximity to cafe means that 1 will often run into people from all over the division - in fact 
from other divisions as well - so greatly increased opportunity for interactions
28.2 Regular contact in the tea room and common lab chats ensures that I’m in touch with what 
other colleagues are doing
18.4 The wings tend to keep to themselves consisting of different sub-programs (largely)
32.2 Some sub-programs still reflect their building of origin of more than 8 years ago
19. Can you give an example o f the development o f an idea that took place because o f increased 
contact?
Examples
1 .y Several small instances when tea room contact led to me helping sort out IT problems 
4.y New interactions between oilseeds people and poppy people for potential new project 
5 y Still secret
8. y Added in someone else’s problem: got positive result
9. y Informal discussions with colleagues regarding genetics and mapping led to improved 
understanding [which was] useful to projects
20. y Xxxx and possible screening of activation tagged barley by chlorophyll fluorescence
28. y Request that the oil seed group examine the omeg-3 fatty acids component from certain 
(confidential) regions
30.y Aaaa and Bbbb gave an idea to check the effect of temperature on RNA silencing. Bbbb gave 
an idea to analyse acyl-CoA’s by cartridge and TLC based method.
The role of the cafe in communication
21. The cafe has increased the level or nature o f interaction with colleagues.
Comments
1.4 For some reason I am less likely to meet spontaneously in the cafe than in the tea room
4.1 Many non-threatening and productive meetings in cafe over coffee
5.2 Science with a small cost
7.na I think the cafe has great potential to increase interaction between colleagues if it wasn’t so 
noisy and overpriced with horrible food. I try to avoid it.
12.2 Old canteen was a place to buy food but not eat it.
13.3 Morning coffee, but same in tea room
18.2 Given the relaxed setting for interactions meeting place to encourage interactions
20.2 I use the cafe as a non-PC2 office
21.2 It is very much a place where informal meetings can occur over a coffee or you can catch up 
with people in other buildings
24.2 We have cafe meetings
31.2 I sometimes sit down spontaneously with colleagues because we meet to buy lunch
33.3 I purchase my lunch there and take it back to the tea room. May have increased visual 
observation of others, but this does not lead to increased communication
22. The design o f the labs could be improved as a work place.
Comment
1 1 4
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1.3 Don’t use labs
1.2 Some details could be improved e.g. shelving above benches, end of bench desks very cold next 
to South facing windows, excess sun from North facing windows
4.1 Crazy dislocation of PC2 and eating areas
5.2 I’d like a bench for myself
6.2 More desk space would be a plus
12.2 Modifications to comply with PC2 regulations would make work easier
14.1 Low bench heights do not allow small fridge in close proximity to the lab work space. Very 
poor design
16.2 More common work areas (benches) could be provided in central area; sinks without draining 
boards in labs are ridiculous
17.1 Direct connection with building 2 and an open area outside the tearoom. As small meeting 
room is urgently required
18.1 Layout of offices with labs not appropriate, bench space limited and shelving inadequate
20.2 Once again, no offices in PC2 area would be good -  a hallway with offices on one side, (non 
PC2) and labs on the other (PC2)
21.2 Office space away from noise, write-ups need more space/storage, building is noisy
24.4 They are pretty well constructed, except the problem with PC2 and OGTR folks
31.2 Shelves too high, lab benches too low ie can’t accommodate small freezers, more partitions to 
contain noise,
32.2 Things could always be better especially with changing circumstances like OGTR regulation 
changes
23. The design o f the building could be improved as a work place.
Comments
3.2 Should have had walkway to building 2/79 as traffic between these two very difficult especially 
with lab equipment, rubbish disposal also ridiculous. 1 also object to being unable to access the 
front door (main door at end of walkway) after hours. The staff entrance feels like a ‘back door’ or 
’service entrance’ for second class citizens
5.2 Priority should be given to research
9.4 Bit late now
12.2 Double-glazed windows would improve the heating/cooling of building
13.1 PC2 areas isolated by non-PC2 areas. Very difficult (impossible) to abide by OGTR 
regulations
16.na The autoclave areas and preparation kitchens are like little caves -  inconvenient and too small
18.2 North side -  lots of glass resulting in increase temperature, especially tea room. Noise problem 
in terms of no absorption
20.1 More meeting rooms and bigger offices
21.2 Windows -  too many: Public viewing is too much
24.2 PC2 problems should be solved
25.2 Tea room should not be in the middle area of PC2 labs considering OGTR issues
31.2 Better meeting room facilities, larger offices with more privacy
Being on view to the public
24. Being able to see what ’s happening outside the lab is a distraction to my work.
Comments
1.5 Having a vista is an important antidote to CRT eye strain
3.4 1 am lucky to be placed away from the walkway
5.2 But I turned my head away when the Duke walked in the other day
6.4 It helps when family/friends come to visit, as 1 can see when they arrive
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7.4 I work on the third floor, so nothing happens at my eye level to distract me
12.2 The distraction is more that others on the outside are watching us
13.4 Helpful sometimes
14.2 People walking into the Discovery centre can be a distraction, though sometimes a pleasant 
one
16.4 Don’t notice what’s happening outside (too busy)
18.4 Tend to focus on my work: Sometimes it’s OK, especially when high profile visits occur
20.5 1 am so focussed it doesn’t matter (well mostly)
28.4 The very nature of my lab work and being located upstairs is not impaired by outside activities
29.2 At first, but Tm OK now
33.4 Only when it starts to become dark and cloudy and I did not bring any wet weather gear to 
work (I ride a motorcycle to work). If the rain becomes too heavy, I wait until it clears or ring a taxi
25. Being viewed by the public is a distraction to my work.
Comments
1.4 But I’m not very visible
3.3 Not appropriate
5.2 1 am a nervous person
6.4 1 just have to be more discreet with my personal habits
12.2 We need to learn to work with blinkers on, but at least the public are about 20 m away from 
our lab
13.4 Not all distractions are bad
14.3 My lab is not positioned such that many people look in
16.4 Too busy to worry about that
18.2 Especially large school groups. However, have become immune to the exposure with time
20.4 1 try not to scratch 
24.1 Yep, 1 hate it
30.3 Some distraction to the work, but only when a large group of people view for a long time
32.3 My office has blinds and my lab space is not particularly visible from outside
33.3 Performing my responsibilities and do not really care about what’s happening outside
Interaction with Discovery Exhibition visitors and staff
26. Describe your interaction with the Discovery Exhibition visitors.
Comments
1 Curteous
2 See them coming and going, make me feel proud of what I am doing
3 Polite
4 Exchange of looks, waving to school kids
5 Nothing at all
6 Nil
7 1 have no interaction with visitors
8 None
9 Negligible
10 Minimal
11 None
12 Generally only when passing through foyer or in cafe, often asked for direction to various places
13 Nil, except for the occasional wave
14 Nil
15 Fairly minimal. Sometimes I will offer help or answer questions
16 Nil
I 16
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18 Nil except when they look at us when we are at the bench through the windows
19 Not much
20 None. Except when they block the cafe up
21 Nil
22 Very minimal
23 Minimal
24 Not really any
25 Not much interaction
26 Almost no interaction
27 Very little
28 Negligible
29 Nil
30 Just visual interaction
31 Almost none
32 Very limited to people asking for information or seeing people heading toward the exhibition
33 As the visitors walk along the suspended walkway, 1 notice them looking at us in Discovery 
building as if we are some creatures in a zoo or circus. It could become disturbing if they pointed 
and then laughed! If they are not rude to me and the visitors wave, 1 wave back. Usually school kids 
wave, adults do not.
27. Have you ever visited the Discovery Exhibition area?
A. Why/Why not?
I .y Bored
2. y My family and I were interested in what was there
3. y Curiosity when it was first opened
4. y Out of interest, but not for a couple of years
5. y
6. y
7. y
8. y
9. y Initial interest in displays
10. y To see what was there
II .y To see what was there
12. y A couple of times with family or visitors, it is a good showcase for CS1RO
13. n Don’t seem to get around to it.
14. y To have a look
15. y To see my 3D enzyme model and to find out what is on display
16. y Just to see what was down there-curiosity
17. y
18. y For interest
19. y Curious
20. y Seems quite good 
21 .y For my children
22. n
23. y To see what’s there 
24 y Interesting exhibitions
25. y To show examples of CSIRO research to visitors and children
26. y With kids during school holidays
27. y General interest
28. y To be aware of what’s around so that I can appropriately recommend to guests/visiting 
scientists/community.
29. y To show a summer student
30. n Waiting for it
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31 .y Once, by myself, at the beginning, because I was curious
32. y To show visitors
33. n Not taken the time I suppose
B. I f  yes, when and with whom?
1 By myself
2 Last year with my nephew who is from China, he was impressed with the space show
3 By myself
4 Alone
5 When it first opened
6 Curiosity at first, then as a place to take my children
7 Had a look when it opened. Sometimes I go down to look at the animals. I visit Xxxx
8 Relatives 2 years ago with mother aunties
9 In first year of two, occasionally with visitors to lab
10 By myself, with visitors
11 When it opened, and last year with children
14 During school holidays with daughter
15 With exhibition staff, alone and with friends visiting Canberra
16 A few months after moving in to the building with a few other technicians
17 With my nephew
18 A couple of years ago, and took my children for their interest
20 With a group of lab members
21 A few months ago with my children
22 With partner and family visitors to Canberra
24 Last year when the textile expo was on, as well as for a couple of photo exhibits, alone and with 
husband
25 With visitors during some work days with kids during science festival
27 Very soon after opening
28 At the first opening, with my family, subsequently with guests
28. Describe the level and nature o f interaction with Discovery Exhibition staff.
Comments
2 See them around, greeting each other, they are friendly and professional
3 Not much interaction
4 Very little
5 Not much
6 They come sporadically needing help with equipment
7 1 visit Xxxx Yyyy for a friendly chat. I emailed Zzzz a couple of times to get info for my masters 
and to complain about the cafe
8 Good
9 Social, occasional
10 Minimal
11 Not at all
12 Minimal
14 Some interaction, when organising a placement for the school holiday program
15 Minimal
16 Good
18 I have had no interaction with the staff except for borrowing equipment
19 Low
20 None
21 Minimal
22 None
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23 Minimal
24 None really
25 Know some of them
26 Almost no interaction
27 Very little
28 Negligible
33 See the young staff walk and wait for school bus groups and then bring them down the 
suspended walkway. They also come into our lab for consumables and ice
29. I have encouraged colleagues, friends or relatives to visit Discovery.
Comments
1.2 My son has done some of the Discovery program. Good meeting point in cafe
5.4 They are not interested in science
7.5 I’m embarrassed they have to pay money. I’ve taken a couple of relatives down but I paid for 
them so they thought it was free
8.4 Too expensive
9.2 Relatives, lab visitors occasionally
10.2 Something to do in Canberra
12.2 The public are generally interested in scientific advances and discovery shows CSIRO’s role in 
many of these
13.2 Rather hypocritical. Looks good from the lab though.
14.4 1 think there are better things to do and see in Canberra
15.2 Provided I can sneak them in at no cost
18.4 Initially entrance fee too much, should be free to the public backed by government funding
23.4 Piss weak
30.2 Mentioned it to friends
31.4 1 don’t think there is much to see 
32.na Not really
Overall satisfaction with working in Discovery
30. Overall, I am satisfied with Discovery as a work place.
Comments
3.2 Compared with other labs 1 have worked in Discovery is a pretty good space
7.4 Location and layout of tea room is shithouse-noisy and hot. Can’t hear which telephone is 
ringing where. Can’t have large freezers in the lab. Small ones have to be put on the benches as 
they won’t fit underneath. Tissue culture rooms often malfunction (over heating) Air conditioning is 
often malfunctioning. Not enough storage space
13.2 Much better than my uni lab despite the inconveniences
16.2 It’s as good as any other lab I’ve worked in and does the job
18.2 Locality is good in relation to my other work areas
24.2 Yes it’s the best I’ve worked in this far, except the fish-bowl effect.
31. Is there any thing else you would like to comment on relevant to working in Discovery building? 
Comments
1 .y Not having wireless network access in the cafe prevents me from using it as ‘the other office’ 
more. Having wireless access would also be convenient for conference visitors 
2.y I wish that Discovery staff would have some tables and green lawn for lunch or tea as building 1 
staff do, garden is dry
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3.y Safety issues have been dealt with well and this makes for a good working environment ie 
adequate hoods, wash stations, for hands, good ventilation and lighting, RO water on tap, adequate 
power points
4 y The offices are far too small for anyone who has worked for more than a few years
6.y It ’ s a good place to work. I like the open layout, and the glass walls, give a feeling o f space. The
only thing wrong is the dicky PC2 rules with labs being isolated and having to take your lab coat
o ff to leave and put on another when you go into the next lab
9.y There are many worse places to work
13.y Air-conditioning is always a difficulty -  that is a bad distraction
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Appendix 11: Table 1: Example of analysis of data from survey questions 24 and 25
number of /rm/iperson role
coded work
roles space
Answer
coded
work location q24 q25
space
Answer 
q24 q25
grouped grouped 
response response
4 m man1 2 0 1 2w 4 4 3 3
9 m man 2 0 1 2e 4 4 3 3
15 m man 2 0 1 2e 5 5 3 3
20 m man 2 0 1 2e 5 4 3 3
5 m ecr2 3 b4+o5 3 2w 2 2 1 1
13 m student 1 b+w6 2 2w 4 4 3 3
19 m ecr 3 b+o 2 2e 1 5 1 3
24 f ecr 3 b+o 2 2e 4 1 3 1
25 m ecr 3 b+o 2 2w 3 3 2 2
30 m ecr 3 b+o 2 2w 4 3 3 2
6 m tech’ 1 b+w 2 2e 4 4 3 3
12 f tech 1 b+w 2 2e 2 2 1 1
18 f tech 1 b+w 2 2e 4 2 3 1
21 f tech 1 b+w 2 2e 1 1 1 1
26 f tech 1 b+w 2 2e 4 3 3 2
29 m tech 1 b+w 2 2w 2 2 1 1
33 m tech 1 b+w 2 2w 4 3 3 2
3 f man 2 b+o 3 3e 4 3 3 2
10 m man 2 0 1 3e 4 4 3 3
28 m man 2 0 1 3e 4 3 3 2
27 m man 2 so7 1 not lab 3 3 3 3
32 m man 2 so 1 not lab 4 3 3 3
17 m ecr 3 b+o 2 3e 4 4 3 3
22 m ecr 3 b+o 2 3e 4 4 3 3
23 m ecr 3 b+o 2 3e 4 4 3 3
31 m ecr 3 so 1 not lab 3 3 3 3
1 m tech 1 0 1 3w 5 4 3 3
2 f tech 1 b+w 2 3e 5 5 3 3
7 f tech 1 b+w 2 3e 4 3 3 2
8 f tech 1 b+w 2 3w 4 4 3 3
11 f tech 1 b+w 2 3e 2 2 1 1
14 m tech 1 b+w 2 3w 2 3 1 2
16 f tech 1 b+w 2 3e 4 4 3 3
man1: manager
ere2: early career researcher
tech': technician
b4: bench 
o5: office in lab 
w6: write up area 
so7: separate office
question 24 question 25
manager ecr tech manager ecr tech
response 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 response 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
level 2 0 0 4 1 2 3 3 0 4 level 2 0 0 4 2 2 2 4 2 1
level 3 0 0 5 0 0 3 2 0 5 level 3 0 2 3 0 0 4 1 2 4
total 0 0 9 1 2 6 5 0 9 total 0 2 7 2 2 6 5 4 5
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